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SENATE—Tuesday, September 15, 1981

(Legislative day of Wednesday, September 9, 1981)

The Senate met at 10 a.m., on the ex-

piration of the recess, and was called

to order by the Honorable RicHArDp G.
LucAr, a Senator from the State of In-
diana.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard
C. Halverson, LL.D., D.D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Let us pray.

Our Father in heaven, Thou hast given
us another day in which to serve Thee.
We thank Thee for the rest of the night,
for brief but precious time with our fam-
ilies. We thank Thee for strong bodies
and alert minds, for eyes to see and ears
to hear and hearts to love. We thank
Thee for comfortable homes, for more
than enough to =at, for good friends and
faithful associates. We thank Thee for
the pleasure of laboring in this place of
extraordinary privilege and position.

Grant us wisdom and strength for this
day that we may dispose of our respon-
sibilities in ways that honor Thee. Help
us in all our relationships to be construc-
tive and edifying. Keep us from attitudes
which demean others and are socially
destructive. Help us find joy in our work
despite pressure and opposition.

May Thy glory fill this place, Thy love
be shed abroad in our hearts, and Thy
will be done for the Nation. In Jesus’
name. Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CranstoN). The clerk will please read
a communication to the Senate from the
Piesident pro tempore (Mr. THURMOND) .

The legislative clerk read the follow-
ing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRC TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., September 15, 1981.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, sectlon 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senste, I hereby
appoint the Honorable RICHARD (. LUGAR, &
Senator from the State of Indiansa, to per-
form the duties of the Chalr.

StrROM THURMOND,
President pro tempore.

Mr. LUGAR thereupon assumed the

chair as Acting President pro tempore.

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ProxMIre) . Under the previous order, the
acting majority leader, the Senator from
Indiana (Mr. Lucar), is recognized.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Journal of the
proceedings be approved to dafe.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LUGAR. I thank the Chair.

THE FARM LEGISLATION DEBATE

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, this is a
dey on which we continue our debate on
farm legislation. It is a debate which has
ramifications which go well beyond that
particular legislation, important as it is.
Clearly, the farmers of America are peo-
ple who work hard, who have produced
well, who really stand as the epitome
of efficiency in our market economic
system,

They are in difficulty, as are many
Americans from high interest rates,
irom inflated expenses that they are pay-
ing, even at a time when the remarkable
production for which they and those who
have preceded them in American agri-
culture are responsible, is bringing down
prices, cash markets, and futures mar-
kets in anticipation of those large crops.

Mr. President, it is truly ironic, as we
debate the farm bill in this country, that
a comparable debate in the Soviet Union
would center on the failures of the Soviet
agriculture—in part, because of adverse
geographical circumstances, but in large
part because of poor organization of that
system—lack of production efficiencies,
lack of human rights of Soviet farmers,
who are collectivized, herded about,
hardly given their due in a totalitarian
society. The result is that vast shortages
have occurred which will be of grievous
importance to individual human beings,
who will suffer, and of great importance
to the Soviet State, which now stands
in jeopardy once again of failure to pro-
duce the most essential product, food to
feed people.

It is probable that the Soviet Union
will import feedgrains to eat. It is prob-
able given the scenario of events in re-
cent months, that the United States will

stand well back of the end of the line
as a residual market for those imports.
It is probable that the very problem of
logistics of Soviet ports, that have crowd-
ed out the grain ships, may prevent the
importation of as much grain as might
be imported from American markets that
are efficient.

In any event, it is ironic that one of
the great strengths of the United States
of Amerieca is its ability to grow agricul-
tural produce and to do it so well and
that a part of our dilemma this morning
comes from the fact that we do it.so well
and we must try to encourage American
agriculture to continue to be productive.

There are differing viewpoints, Mr.
President, as to how we should proceed.
At least one point of view, which this
Senator holds, is that American agricul-
ture is as eager as any other sector of
American life to see lower interest rates,
to see control over Federal governmental
expenditures, to see a movement toward
a balanced budget, to see an aggressive
export policy, to see a reasonable policy
in which the Secretary of Agriculture
might have the maximum flexibility to
meet the coming problems of the next 4
or 5 years through a system of loans,
farmer-held reserves, incentives for ex-
porting agricultural research, and assist-
ance to farm families in trying to retain
the family farm.

There are differences of opinion as to
how that might come about, but clearly,
at a time when our Nation is attempting
to get its fiscal picture in order to make
sure that our Government moves toward
a balance so that interest rates come
down, we must strike a balance in our
agricultural policy.

That will not mean business as usual
and it will not mean taking extravagant
chances by setting in motion fixed target
price systems that guarantee, in years
of poor weather, which we shall surely
have in a case of 5 years ahead, very
large exposures.

If there is one thing Mr. President,
that we are certain of, it is that uncon-
trollable expenditures must be brought
under control rather than brought into
the fore again in a way that might be
the outcome of our debate.

I conclude, Mr. President, by saying
that I am certain that not only American
agriculture looks at this debate with a
rreat deal of interest, but, clearly, since
it is the first debate we have had since
the recess, the American public as a
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whole looks with a very close scrutiny
at how we shall deal with this very, very
difficult problem. I am hopeful that the
faith of the American public in our abil-
ity to deal fairly and yef, at the same
ime, to move toward economic strengths
in this country will be justified by the
outcome.

Certainly, all Senators participating in
the debate are of good will and moving
toward that result. .

Mr. President, at this point, I yield a
portion of my time to the distinguished
Senator from Kansas (Mr. DoLE).

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator from Indiana. I shall take just
2 or 3 minutes.

GRAIN SALES TO THE
SOVIET UNION

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, before we
get on the debate on the farm bill, be-
cause I think the Senator has indicated
that there are some differences of opin-
ion—not major differences, but some
that will be worked out—I wanted to
relay some assurances from President
Reagan this morning that the adminis-
tration intends to offer a large additional
amount of grain for sale to the Soviet
Union when consultations are held on
September 30 on the 1-year extension of
the United States-SBoviet grains agree-
ment.

I received a letter from the President
last evening which indicates that this is
administration policy. It is not SBecretary
Block's policy. It is not anyone else’s
policy. It is the sdministration’s policy.
It is the President's policy.

I believe there has been some confu-
sion so far as trade is concerned, perhaps
even on the part of the Soviets, on this
theory: Is this the policy? Is this what
the Secretary of Agriculture thinks may
be the policy ?

I believe that the best way to clear the
air is to read the President’s letter.

Mr. President, on September 4, 1981,
Secretary Block announced that United
States and Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics grain trade negotiators will meet
in Moscow on September 30 and Octo-
ber 1. The discussions will concern the
supply availabilities and trade needs dur-
ing the 1982 fiscal year.

The September USDA crop report
showed that supplies in the 1981-82 mar-
keting year for corn, wheat, and soybeans
would be more than ample to meet U.S.
domestic and export needs. I have re-
ceived the following assurances by the
President regarding United States offers
to the Soviets on additional sales beyond
the 6 to 8 million tons of grain and for
other commodities. The letter is self-
explanatory, and reads as follows:

THE WHTE HoUSE,
Washington, September 14, 1981.
Hon. Rosert J. DOLE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Bos: Your letter of September 10 has
been received, and your interest In maintain-
ing a free and unrestricted policy for agri-
cultural trade is appreciated,

I assure you that the Administration fully
intends to pursue the best interests of the
United States and our farm sector by maxi-
mizing agricultural exports to all foreign
buyers. Sales of graln and other agricultural
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products will In no way be singled out for
restriction in any trade embargo that may be
imposed by this Administration.

In view of our current abundant supplies
of corn and wheat, and prospects for record
harvests this year, the Administration Iin-
tends to offer a large additional amount of
graln for sale to the Soviet Unlon when con-
sultations are held September 30, on the one-
year extension of the U.8./U.8.8.R. Grains
Agreement. These quantities will be in addi-
tion to the speclfied minimum and maximum
levels.

I trust that this letter serves to clarify our
policy regarding agricultural trade and to
express the Administration’s wholehearted
support for this vital part of the Nation's
economy.

Bincerely,
Ron.

This proposed sale of U.S. grain will
provide thousands of new jobs and im-
proved prices for farmers, and lighten
the dark cloud placed over the American
farmer on January 4, 1980, when Presi-
dent Carter announced the embargo on
the shipment of 17 million tons of grain,
plus significant quantities of other com-
modities sold to the Soviet Union.

In order to understand the importance
of the administration’s stated position on
agricultural trade, it is necessary to re-
trace the events over the last 18 months
following the imposition of export con-
trols by President Carter. The immediate
reaction of producers to President Car-
ter's embargo was one of apprehension.
American farmers remembered only too
well the high costs of previous export
embargoes in 1973 and 1975. Both times
farmers were forced to carry the burden
of the price declines precipitated by the
embargoes.

Further, foreign customers for U.S.
agricultural commodities began to ques-
tion the reliability of the United States
as a supplier for their food imports. The
long term impact of previous embargoes
on American producers has been cata-
strophic and continues to this day. Farm-
ers remember all too well the increased
competition that was created when cus-
tomers turned to Canada, Australia, the
European Economic Community, Brazil,
Argentina, and others f{o supply their
needs when they realized that the United
sltates was not a reliable source of sup-
ply.

I have opposed such limited embar-
goes for many years, and immediately
announced my opposition to the embar-
go on the evening of January 4, 1980.

I said that the embargo of grain sales
to the Soviet Union would be an ineffec-
tive tool for the United States in dealing
with Russian foreign policy, and would
be a disastrous move for American
farmers.

The 1980 embargo was one of the worst
economic decisions in the history of our
country. I thought then, and still do, that
the decision was irresponsible.

Despite the embargo, through alterna-
tive sources, the Soviets were able to im-
port record quantities, as indicated by
the following USDA information, which
I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcoORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:
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Million
metric

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, in addition,
the U.8.8.R. imported 1.5 million tons of
soybeans and 1.5 million tons of soybean
meal in 1980-81 from Europe, produced
from U.S. soybeans, and from Brazil,
This deprived U.S. labor from jobs and
U.S. processors of running time. The
U.S. farmers lost an opportunity to sell
and received lower prices for the bal-
ance.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp, a table showing
how the Soviet found other sources for
needed grains.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

U.5.5.k. IMPORTS OF WHEAT AND COARSE GRAINS BY
SOURCE, 1978/79-1980/81

[In millions of metiic tons, July/June years]

Prelim-
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1 Totals may not add due to rounding. Excludes rice and pulses.

Mr. DOLE. However, Mr. President,
the U.S.S.R. signed long-range grain
agreements for minimum annual
amounts, as follows:

[In million tons]

Australia

The net effect has been to stimulate
production by competitors and lost mar-
kets for U.S. farmers. This was foreign
aid for our competitors.

On July 3, 1980, flanked by two great
friends of the American farmer, Senator
JeEpsEN and Representative HAGEDORN, 1
stood on the ramp in front of the ad-
ministration building of USDA, and read
a most significant statement by the then
candidate and now President Ronald
Reagan, who said:

However well-intentioned it may have
been at the time, it was ill-conceived, im-
properly implemented—and was simply
ignored by many other grain producing
countries.

Later in the statement, the President
said:

Jimmy Carter's graln embargo should be
ended . . . Now.

If the President persists in imposing this
unilateral, ineffect!ve and financially painful
burden on the farmer, I will, when elected,
fully assess our national security, forelgn
policy and agricultural trade needs to deter-
mine how best to terminate yet another of
the inequitable and ineffective policles of the
Carter Administration.

President Reagan is a man of his word,
and has ended the embargo. A l-year
extension of the current grain agreement




September 15, 1981

th the U.8.S.R. was developed, and al-
reda.dy is being implemented by sales of
millions of tons of corn and wheat to the
Soviets. This agreement provides assur-
ance that between 6 and 8 million tons
of grain will be exported to the US8R.
in the 1982 fiscal year.

Moreover, article VI of the current
agreement reads as follows:

Whenever the Government of the USSR
wishes the foreign trade organizations of the
USSR to be able to purchase more wheat or
corn grown in the USA than the amounts
specified in Article I, it shall immediately
notify the Government of the USA.

Whenever the Government of the USA
wishes private commercial sources to be able
to sell more wheat or corn grown in the
USA than the amounts specified in Article I,
it shall immediately notify the Government
of the USSR.

In both instances, the Partles will con-
sult as soon as possible in order to reach
agreement on possible quantities of grain to
be supplied to the USSR prior to purchase/
sale or conclusion of contracts for the pur-
chase/sale of grain in amounts above those
specified in Article I.

President Reagan and Secretary Block
are two of the greatest fighters for
American agriculture to serve in such
high offices. They believe that our ability
to trade in agricultural products, includ-
ing processed products, is one of our
great strengths. This letter from the
President reaffirms his commitment to
the expansion of exports based on the
principle of uninterrupted trade and
freedom from Government restrictions.
Only in that atmosphere can the Ameri-
can farmers be given the opportunity to
compete and will the market be truly
free.

Never again shall American farmers be
held hostage to a failed policy.

Mr. President, there should be no
doubt, based on the President's letter, as
to what his policy is, what the adminis-
tration’s policy is. I hope that this will
send the right signal to the markets
across this country.

We have seen the Soviets buy grain
in increasing quantities from countries
which, in effect, have cashed in on the
embargo. Let us just take Argentina.
In the 1978-79 marketing year, Argen-
tina sold about 1.4 million tons. This
jumped to 5.1 million tons in 1979-80,
11.2 million tons in 1980-81; and they
will have almost that much in the next
year.

S0 we have lost some markets to other
countries, and I am certain that this
amounts to foreign aid to our com-
petitors.

But now, with the President’s state-
ment not only on this particular meeting
but also on embargo policy, I hope it will
offer assurance to people such as the
Presiding Officer, the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. BoscHwITz), who has deep
concern about embargoes and has ex-
pressed his concern in the Agriculture
Committee,

The President now has said, as re-
cently as yesterday, when the letter was
delivered about 5 p.m,, that we are not
going to single out agriculture. He said
that we are going to offer large quan-
tities of grain to the Soviet Union, which
indicates to me that it is going to be in
excess of 10 million tons. So this should
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be good news for the American farmer
today.

I believe it will have some impact on
the debate as we go through the farm
bill, and I wanted to make this an-
nouncement before that debate started,
because it is important.

I thank the distinguished Senator
from Indiana for yielding.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator from Kansas
for extraordinary good news. It makes
a big difference in the outlook for Ameri-
can farmers.

Mr. President, I yield back the remain-
der of my time.

RECOGNITION OF THE ASSISTANT
MINORITY LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Boscawitz) . The Senator from Califor-
nia is recognized.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I yield
4 minutes to the Senator from Wiscon-
sin, and I reserve the remainder of my
time.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Senator
from California.

THE EMBARGO ON BUTTER

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
plead with the Senator from Kansas to
use his influence with the administra-
tion to see if he can persuade them also
to lift the embargo on butter. They lifted
the embargo on wheat, so the Russians
have bread and nothing to put on the
bread.

I suggest that if the administration is
going to be consistent—this is a farm
product—the embargo on butter should
be lifted.

Mr, DOLE. I agree with the Senator
from Wisconsin. We cannot have bread
without butter.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I appreciate that.

I point out to the Senator from In-
diana that his statement was very rea-
sonable and statesmanlike. I am sure
farmers would agree with it.

The dairy farmer is in a position now
in which, if we do not provide for some
reasonable increase in price supports, he
is going to have to suffer the entire bur-
den of inflation by losing it from his net
income.

The administration has the discretion
to reduce dairy price supports and keep
them from increasing. University of Wis-
consin figures show that until we get
rid of the surplus, it could cost dairy
farmers 70 percent of their net income.
No other group in America is being
asked to make that kind of sacrifice.

So, while the Senator from Louisiana
is correct in arguing that the farmer has
a great stake in a balanced budget and
in the stabilization of prices, it is mur-
der for the dairy farmer not to have
some sort of reasonable compromise here
which would let him survive.

A TRIBUTE TO DR. LEMKIN

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, Au-
gust 28 marked the anniversary of the
death of Dr. Raphael Lemkin. In 1959,
he died a tired and disappointed man.

The originator of the international
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movement to fight the mass killings of
people for religious and racial reasons,
Lemkin was a relentless and valiant
crusader against the crime for which he
gave a name—genocide.

Lemkin lost all of his 50-member Pol-
ish Jewish family, except for a brother,
in the gas chambers of Auschwitz. Lem-
kin himself was on a Nazi list which
targeted him for liquidation. Yet Dr.
Lemkin's lifelong crusade to fight geno-
cide began with his search for answers as
a young child.

Upon reading Quo Vadis in 1912, the
14-year-old Lemkin was horrified to read
about Roman mobs throwing early
Christians to be devoured by lions. Lem-
kin read of other massacres in history:
The destruction in Carthage, the mur-
ders of 50,000 Protestants in France, and
30.000 Catholics in Japan.

Lemkin knew of more modern exam-
ples of genocide: The Jews killed in po-
groms, the Armenians massacred by
Turks in 1916 and 1921. At the 1933
League of Nations conference on crimi-
nal law held in Madrid, Lemkin unsuc-
cessfully attempted to ban what he called
the “crime of barbarity—the destruction
of national, religious, or racial groups.”

Literally a one-man lobby, Lemkin
persuaded delegates of Cuba, Panama,
and India to present a resolution in the
U.N. General Assembly calling for a
treaty against genocide. The General As-
sembly did pass a resolution in 1946
declaring that genocide is an interna-
tional crime and directing a treaty to
be drafted under Lemkin's supervision.

Two years later, the General Assem-
bly unanimously adopted the Genocide
Treaty. Dr. Lemkin’s efforts did not stop
with the General Assembly’s adoption of
the treaty, however. In poor health, and
in debt, he traveled around the world to
use his persistence and knowledge of nine
languages to secure ratifications of the
treaty.

I give tribute to Raphael Lemkin, a
man who deplored the mass slaughtering
of human beings, not just in this century
but from the time of the early Christian
martyrs. He was a man who dedicated
his life to the crusade against genocide,
forgoing personal health, a family, and
material possessions.

Lemkin was not unrealistic in his
hopes for the treaty:

Not that I will live to see the treaty en-
forced strictly, . . . Nor will the children of
my generation. But their children will. Of
that I am convinced.

Perhaps Dr. Lemkin had too much
confidence in us. How can a treaty be
enforced if it is not even ratified?

Mr. President, I plead once again with
the U.S. Senate to act on the Genocide
Treaty and ratify this treaty, which is
long overdue.

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR
BENTSEN

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Texas.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I un-
derstand that the Senator from Mis-
souri is scheduled next, but I do not see
him in the Chamber. If the Chair wishes

me to proceed on my time at this point,
I am prepared to do so.
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SENATE RESOLUTION 211—HIGH
INTEREST RATES

Mr. BENTSEN., Mr. President, I
noticed my friend from Wisconsin, Sen-
ator Proxmirg, in the Chamber a mo-
ment ago. He was talking the other day
about how it is so easy to criticize the
Federal Reserve Board for high interest
rates, but so difficult to offer a construc-
tive solution or alternative course of
action that did not add to inflation.

I think there is one solution which
can be offered. I am submitting a reso-
lution today outlining that solution
which I hope my colleagues in the Sen-
ate will endorse and cosponsor. It is a
resolution which says, “let us stop mak-
ing unproductive bank loans, let us stop
having one big company buy another
big company when it does not add to
productivity or production.” For exam-
ple, in the recent case of DuPont buying
Conoco, to quote Business Week, “not a
single new job will be created, not a
single new barrel of oil will be discov-
ered.” Yet, that merger sopped up &
great deal of credit. In an afternoon,
DuPont put together a reported $4
billion in bank credit for a $8.8 billion
purchase. Then when we add Seagrams
and Mobil—the unsuccessful suitors for
Conoco—to it, we are talking about $10
billion in bank credits that were put to-
gether for just that one merger.

So, Mr. President, I am submitting a
Senate resolution designed to reduce the
demand for credit for such unproductive
purposes as giant business mergers, and
thereby to reduce interest rates. The
resolution calls for action by the Board
of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System to mitigate the severe nation-
wide impact of today’s high interest
rates.

Specifically, my resolution urges the
Board to undertake an aggressive cam-
paign of encouraging banks to cease
making credit available for speculative
and unproductive applications and to
provide inexpensive loans to those per-
sons and businesses that arz most in
need of credit today. Excessive bank
lending for unproductive purposes has
pushed up credit demand and helped to
produce the staggering interest rates we
face today. Eliminating that demand
will free up bank credit for fammers,
small businesses, homebuilders and
homeowners and ease interest rate pres-
sure, as well.

Mr, President, the devastating effects
of today's interest rates have been de-
scribed by a number of my distinguished
colleagues. I will not dwell on them at
length. However, let me note a few cur-
rent statistics which reveal the destruc-
tion which high rates are having on the
lives of American citizens.

Homebuilding and real estate sales
have plummeted due to the inability of
Americans to afford mortgage loans

which now carry average interest rates
exceeding 16 percent. New home con-

struction has dropped to barely one-half
the level needed to meet the minimum
demands of our growing population.
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Only 1 family in 20 seeking to buy a
first home can meet the monthly pay-
ments on average priced new homes due
to soaring mortgage costs. These soar-
ing costs and declining housing demand
have devastated the homebuilding and
realtor industries. Bankruptcy, liquida-
tion, mergers and consolidation are the
order of the day in these industries ex-
periencing a genuine depression. The
thrift institutions serving them are in
very weak financial condition, as well.
And, a wave of mergers is building that
could reach the staggering rate of one a
day shortly.

In the automobile industry, high
interest rates have been a major factor
causing the slump of sales of new and
used cars. Depressed sales volumes, in
turn, have led to the layoff of thousands
of autoworkers and the shutdown of
manufacturing facilities, Poor sales
caused by oppressive interest rates have
also forced more than 2,270 automobile
dealers out of business in just the last
2 years.

Farmers have been hard hit by our
high interest rates, as well. Pushed by
sky-high interest costs, farm production
costs have continued to escalate most
recently at an annual rate of nearly 17
percent, according to the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture. At the same time,
high interest rates are preventing farm-
ers from qualifying for loans to carry
these additional costs. The resulting
squeeze, as my colleague Senator Boren
has earlier pointed out, due to high in-
terest rates will play a major role in
forcing 25,000 full-time farmers out of
business this year.

Finally, let me note the destructive im-
pact of today’'s interest rates on small
businesses generally across the United
States. Small business is the heart of this
Nation. It is the largest employer, and
the most innovative and fastest grow-
ing sector in our economy. Yet, high in-
terest rates are drying up the great res-
ervoir of talent and resources that com-
prise our small business sector. Their
sales are down in real terms. Yet, their
costs of carrying inventories and other
routine financing obligations has soared.
This classic cost squeeze may soon see
many of our small businesses going the
way of farmers, closing their doors, sell-
ing out while they can—which directly
cuts employment and reduces Federal
tax receipts, resulting in a larger Fed-
eral budget deficit and even higher in-
terest rates. They are caught in a profit
squeeze, and the result is to put our Na-
tion in a vicious circle where our high
interest rates are unable to fall.

The need to finance our staggering
deficit is only one of many factors push-
ing up interest rates. Some of these fac-
tors, such as the amount of borrowing by
the Federal Government, will take years
to control. Over just the last few years,
we have seen Government borrowing rise
from 10 percent of all credit borrowings
in the United States to almost 35 per-
cent this year. That is way too high and
the solution is to cut back the deficit as
quickly as we can and balance the
budget.

Other factors creating credit demand
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and pressure on interest rates, can and
should be dealt with immediately, as well.
One of these factors is the huge amount
of recent bank lending or the establish-
ment of lines of credit for unproductive
purposes such as commodities specula-
tion and mergers by giant business con-
cerns.

Loans for giant mergers, for example,
are reaching breathtaking levels, Since
the middle of 1979, over 30 major busi-
ness mergers—worth at least $500 mil-
lion each—have been proposed or com-
pleted. Together, these mergers have di-
verted over $50 billion with a sizable por-
tion of the money coming as cash in
loans from Wall Street, and that is just
the tip of the iceberg.

Many more mergers are being pro-
posed, as well, creating additional de-
mand for scarce credit as banks provide
lines of credit to finance business merg-
ers or to fend off takeover attempts.

New York investment houses now are
going over natural resource company
balance sheets to decide who next to pick
off, trying to see who is the next merger
candidate. We see, as well, apparently
more leniency toward such mergers by
the Antitrust Division of the Justice De-
partment—which has further excited the
interest of New York investment houses.

This enormous loan demand has had
the effect of pushing up interest rates
across the board as all borrowers com-
pete for a relatively stagnant supply of
loanable funds.

Mr. President, you and my colleagues
are aware of my keen support for per-
mitting the market mechanism to allo-
cate resources. Yet, I am less than en-
thusiastic with the surge of speculative
lending now underway, characterized by
the sharp rise in giant business merger
activity. As I said moments ago, such
loans have not been employed in many
cases for productive purposes. They have
not generally been used to finance needed
capital investments in modern manufac-
turing processes or new products that
will increase productivity, output, or eco-
nomic efficiency.

We recently cut taxes and Federal
spending to free up capital and create
the incentive for new productive invest-
ments to be made. Yet, we are instead
seeing massive loans not made for that
purpose, but for mergers instead where
there is a real question whether produc-
tivity is increased.

I believe the Government must address
the problem of bank lending for unpro-
ductive purposes as a key part of its ef-
fort to bring down interest rates. I also
believe the Government has a responsi-
bility to insure that small businesses,
homebuyers, farmers, and others have
access to the least expensive credit possi-
ble during these times of extraordinary
interest rates.

The resolution I am introducing today
represents an effort to deal with both of
these concerns. It calls on the Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve System
to discourage banks from lending funds
for unproductive purposes and urges the
Board to promote an expansion of credit
for particularly needy and important
sectors of the economy such as housing,
autos, farming, and small business.
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We should have the Federal Reserve
Board call in the New York banks. They
should call in the lead banks who are
syndicating mergers, and say to them:
“Gentlemen, we are not arguing with
you about whether it is appropriate for
this company to be buying that com-
pany, whether or not that merger should
be made or that one should not be made;
what we are saying is that now is not
tha annropriata time to be financing
giant mergers. We are seeing many small
bus.iesses o bankrupt because they do
not have an ability to pass on the kinds
of interest rates we face today."” We are
heavily debating a farm bill because the
American farmer has seen his real net
income, which over the last 10 years
averaged about $13 billion in 1967 dol-
lars, cut back by soaring interest costs
to $9 billion or less. We are seeing com-
modity dealers not able to finance the
purchase of commodities because of sky
high interest rates. When we see those
kinds of things taking place, the big New
York banks should be told, it is not the
time for large acquisitions and the kinds
of mergers we have recently seen to oc-
cur because they compete with the
homebuilder, the homebuyer, and the
consumer, with the farmer and the small
businessman, with all of these people
who are hanging on the ropes because
of high interest rates.

There is ample precedent for such ac-
tion by the Federal Reserve System. At
least three times in the past 15 years,
the Federal Reserve System has “jaw-
boned” banks in an effort to influence
their lending policies. In 1974, for ex-
ample, the Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System sent a letter
to its member banks. The letter said:

Bank restraint in lending policles, . . .
best serves the public Interest when limited
credit resources are used In ways that en-
courage expansion of productive capacity,
sustain key sectors of national and local
economies, provide liquidity for sound busi-
nesses in temporary difficulty, and take ac-
count of the legltlmte needs of individuals
and of small as well as large businesses.

The Board then issued recommended
guidelines for the banks to follow in
making loans.

In 1980, the Board again reacted to
nationwide inflation by issuing lending
guidelines to its member banks. These
guidelines largely mirrored its 1974 ad-
visory concerning bank lending policies.
Among other things, the Board specifi-
cally recommended that banks:

First, discourage financing of corporate
takeovers or mergers and the retirement of
corporate stock, except in those limited in-
stances in which there is a clear justification
in terms of production or economic efficiency
commensurate with the size of the loan.

Second, avoid financing for purely spec-
ulative holdings of commodities or preclous
:xiaetsls or extraordinary inventory accumula-

on.

Third, maintain availability of funds to
small business, farmers, homebuyers, and
others without access to other forms of
financing and, whenever possible, adjust
lending rates and other terms to take ac-
count of the “special needs” of these groups.

The Resolution I am introducing to-
day calls on the Federal Reserve System
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to undertake ~ similar jawboning exer-
cise now. I believe that such admoni-
tions, if taken to heart by banks, will
prove critical in the Nation's war against
high interest rates and will aid in guar-
anteeing that those being hardest hit by
high interest rates can look forward to
lower rates and more abundant credit
in the weeks and months ahead.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
support of this resolution designed to
send a crystal clear message to the Fed-
eral Reserve System and banks that
something can and should be done to
reduce interest rates. It is time for them
to take positive action to reduce the
explosion in credit for speculative, un-
productive purposes—which will per-
mit interest costs on other types of credit
to fall.

I ask unanimous consent to have my
prepared resolution printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcorbp, as follows:

8. Res. 211

Whereas, the United States confronts an
interest rate crises of major magnitude with
interest rates at record high levels and
little prospect for their reduction soon;

Whereas, these excessive interest rates are
well above the rate of inflation and the levels
which are necessary to protect lenders from
erosion of prinecipal through inflation;

Whereas, these excessive interest rates are
creating a major depression in the housing
and auto industries, forcing many families
into a position where they cannot afford to
buy homes, large consumer durables or safe
and rellable transportation, and forcing
thrift institutions, home buillders, bullding
material suppliers, realtors and auto dealers
into bankruptcy;

Whereaas, these excessive interest rates have
driven up the cost of doing business for all
small businesses and farmers and have raised
their costs even while sales revenues are
dropping and threatening them with bank-
Fupicy;

Whereas, these excessive interest rates are
threatening to create a recession which would
increase unemployment and welfare lines,
reduce tax receipts and increase the Federal
deficit which may increase interest rates
further;

V/hereas, one major factor responsible for
the excessive level of Interest rates 1s credit
demand created by the use of scarce bank
loans for unproductive purposes, such as
precious metal speculation or mergers by
glant business concerns which do not in-
crease productivity, output or economic effi-
clenzy; and

Whereas, the Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System in the past has dis-
couraged the use of bank funds in unproduc-
tive ways when such funds were scarce or ex-
pensive:

Now, therefore, be it resolved, That the
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System undertake an aggressive campalgn
designed to encourage banks to:

(1) gease providing loans or lines of credit
for unproductive and speculative purposes,
while increasing the supply of credit avail-
able for productive uses, and,

(2) ensure that consumers, thrift institu-
tions, the housing Industry, auto dealers,
small business, farmers and home buyers
have access to the cheapest possible credit in
order Lo avold a national recession.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.
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REAGANOMICS

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, the
news from Wall Street these davs has
come as a shock to the administration,
but scarcely a surprise to anyone else
who has tried to reconcile the contra-
dictory elements of the Reagan economic
program.

The amazing thing is that we did not
hear sooner from these sages of Wall
Street. With only a few notable excep-
tions such as Henry Kaufman, Wall
Street stood silent as the President strode
through the Congress to the cheers of
his partisan followers without an eco-
nomic stitch on his back. It was non-
sense from the beginning and I think
most of us up here knew it. But, in what
Aristotle called *“a willful suspension of
disbelief,” we went along with this un-
likely fairytale. It is the sort of crowd
psychology that moviemakers count on.
The audience knows the plot is implaus-
ible, they know the real world never
works that way, but sometimes they just
love to be fooled.

Mr. President, it may be premature to
pronounce the administration’s economic
program an irretrievable failure, but the
voices now being heard from Wall Street
certainly indicate it is in deep, deep
trouble.

The President has dismissed these
critics as alarmists, pointing out that his
program does not even take effect until
October 1. And, he is right—the worst is
yet to come. Wait until the working fam-
ilies of this country wake up to what the
budget and tax cuts mean for them.
What President Rea~an g herrireo from
Wall Street today will sound like a love
song compared to what he wuu hear irom
Main Street when the impact of this pro-
gram is fully felt.

Mr. President, as one who consistently
campaigned against Reagan-Kemp-Roth
in 1980 and one who has consistently op-
posed this same fairytale dogma in 1981,
I realize that my objections to Reagan-
omics can be written off as partisan
griving. Be that as it may, however, you
cannot write off the criticism of Reagan-
omics as voiced by some of the most con-
servative economic minds in the country.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a series of quotations from
various economic authorities be printed
in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the com-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
REcorbp, as follows:

CoMMENTS FRoM ECONOMIC AUTHORITIES

HERB STEIN

Herb Stein, Chalrman of the Counecil of
Economic Advisors under President Nixon,
warns: “The presently available evidence on
such matters does not support the view that
we can get a big boost to productivity in the
next few years from the Reagan Program.”
(AEI Economist, 4/81)

ARTHUR BUENS

Arthur Burns, former Chalrman of the
Federal Reserve Board, cautlons: “Skepticlsm
concerning the underpinnings of the Reagan
program is not confined to traditional liber-
als. It is also felt to some degree by econo-
mists, businessmen, and others who are en-
tirely sympathetic to the President's philos-
ophy.” (AEI Monograph “The Reagan Eco-
nomic Program”, 4/81)
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HENRY KAUFMAN

In his National Press Club speech (4/22/
81), Henry Kaufman, perhaps the most cele-
brated, indeed venerated, economist on Wall
Street (Salomon Brothers), was particularly
hard-hitting in his commentary on the Rea-
gan-Kemp-Roth plan. He states as follows:
“The powerful stimulative combination of
large tax cuts and sizable Increases in de-
fense spending is likely to more than offset
the restraining influence of a slowing in Fed-
eral expenditures, even with some presumed
revenue feedback from the tax cut.

“The stimulants are bound to have a
greater demand multiplier impact than the
negative impact coming from a slower growth
in non-defense outlays.

“The new fiscal policy, however, is ex-
ceedingly expansionary, does not pursue a
course that fights inflation vigorously along
the way, and will place nearly all the anti-
inflation effort squarely on monetary policy.

“I am not convinced that there is real his-
torical evidence to suggest that across-the-
board tax cuts will quickly encourage Amerl-
cans to work harder or to save more. Can it
really be assumed during the next year or
two that this fiscal strategy will reduce wage
settlement increases to single digits, or will
remove the rigidities in our wage and price
structure? Calling attention to the beneficlal
impacts of earlier tax cuts Is misleading.
There is no precedent for taxes being lowered
against a backdrop of rising defense expendi-
tures and high inflation.

“Massive tax cuts, large leaps in defense
spending, and a slowdown in other Govern-
ment outlays will not, in my opinion, be
enough. These measures will place an ex-
traordinary strain on monetary policy, lead-
ing to further distortions In financial mar-
kets, much higher Iinterest rates, and
additional fragility of our financial system.”

Just a few days ago, Mr. Kaufman pre-
dicted that the prime rate, then at 20.5 per-
cent, could hit 24 or 25 percent by late fall.
Long-term bond rates, which are already at
record levels, could rise another few percent-
age points before they peak. He said the fol-
lowing: “I think we have not yet seen the
high in interest rates. And we have not seen
the full impact on the financial markets of
the tax cuts the Administration is proposing,
or of the actual results of what the Federal
Reserve is doing to stabilize monetary policy
when fiscal policy is so extraordinarily ex-
pansionary.

“There is hope by everyone, including the
Treasury, that interest rates will come down.
But you cannot talk interest rates down, no
matter what President Reagan thinks. The
central bank is being overburdened by the
Administration. It is encouraging tighter
monetary policy while fiscal policy is in the
process of becoming even more expansive.”

According to the Wall Street Journal
(8/28/81), “The Reagan program, he says,
Is ‘imbalanced’ because it ‘on the one hand
stimulates fiscally and on the other restrains
monetarily.” As a result, Mr. Kaufman con-
siders the program highly inflationary and
sure to push up Interest rates. He also pre-
dicts that the municipal-bond market will
be hurt the most by these policies, which, he
says, require the continuing sale of so many
new Treasury securities that the market for
federal debt is turning ‘into a thundering
herd that is trampling other markets in its
path.'"

JUDE WANNISKI

Jude Wanniski was one of President
Reagan's principal economic advisors be-
tween 1977 and 1980. Some refer to him as
Reagan's "Gold Bug.”

“At the outset of the Reagan Administra-
tion the dle was cast when it was arranged
that the supply-siders would dominate the
fiscal side of Treasury and monetarists would
get the monetary side. These forces are basi-
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cally incompatible: the economy cannot ad-
vance as the forces pull it in diiicrent direc-
tions. By letting people keep more of their
earnings after taxes, the fiscal changes are
encouraging them to increase their produc-
tion. But the Fed and the ‘lreasury
monetarists see this as an inflationary Im-
pulse and try to choke off economic activity
with higher interest rates.” (The New York
Times, 8/27/81)

“Outlandish interest rates are making it
80 costly to finance the government's debt
that there is talk of slashing defense spend-
ing and Boclal Security to make room for
more debt service. High interest rates, in
turn, are widely attributed to the size of the
deficit.

“That is, the deficit expands because of the
high interest rates, yet high interest rates
are supposedly caused by the deficit.

“A dismal vicious circle, indeed, if there
were any truth to it. After all, this country
has had deficits before, some much bigger
than any we have in prospect. But never in
U.B. history have we seen long-term interest
rates like this. In the entire century, until
1968, hirh quality 30-year bonds rarely pald
more than 5 percent.” (The Kansas City
Times, 9/11/81)

ALAN GREENSPAN

“Alan Greenspan, the New York econ-
omist who played a central role in the Ad-
ministration’s February forecast, has become
less bullish, ‘Our forecast 1s that this econ-
omy is dead flat into the spring,’ Mr. Green-
span said by telephone.

“He sald that with high interest rates
‘hanging in there longer than we had pro-
Jected,’ the ‘capital goods markets are not
moving enough to create a significant
strength in the first quarter' of 1982,

“Mr. Greenspan sald he thought that
movement in the gross national product for
the thind quarter of 1981 would be ‘very
close to zero." The economic figures for July,
he sald, were below the second-quarter level,

“Asked if he, like the Administration, ex-
pected the fourth quarter to be positive, Mr.
Greenspan replied: ‘If it is, not by much.'”
(The New York Times, 9/3/81)

JOHN D. PAULUS

“In a similar vein, John D. Paulus, the
chief financial economist at Goldman, Sachs
& Co., notes that ‘the tax cuts are so much
bigger than the spending cuts'—a situation
that, he contends, ‘implies large budget def-
feits.” He also cites malor ‘contingent la-
bilities,’ such as possible needs to bail out
the ailing savings and loan industry and also
the Soclal Security system.

“'The financial markets are very con-
cerned about the Reagan program and the
prospects for very large budget deficits ex-
tending out for several years,’ Mr., Paulus
says. Investment managers are ‘increasingly
concerned that the Reagan program isn't a
serlous effort to fight inflation—and may
turn out to be inflationary itself.’” (The
Wall Street Journal, 8/28/81)

DONALD E. MAUDE

“Economists particularly question the
Reaganites’ budget projections. For example,
Donald E. Maude, the chief financial econo-
mist at Merrill Lynch & Co., says he is ‘very
disappointed’ by the continued suggestion by
administration officials this week that the
federal deficit in fiscal 1982, which begins
October 1, will be about the $42.5 billion
originally forecast. ‘Almost every private
analyst knows the deficit is golng to be at
least $60 billion—and you'd think the ad-
ministration is aware of this,’ Mr. Maude
5aYyS.

" 'Elther they aren't being honest to the
market, or they don't have a handle on the
budget—and either of those (possibilities) is
highly disconcerting,’ he concludes.” (The
Wall Street Journal, 8/28/81)
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ALVAN MAREKLE
“'You're seeing a classic case of “crowd-
ing out” in the fixed-income market," Alvan
Markle, who heads municipal research for
Butcher & Singer Inc., sald. ‘The Treasury
always gets its money, while corporations
and municipalities scramble for what's left.’
“In his view, the worst is not over. ‘I think
all Interest rates are golng to rise further
this autumn,’ he predicted.” (The New York
Times, 8/26,/81)
WILLIAM M. LEFEVRE

“‘Wall Street likes to see results and the
Reagan Administration has got a major
problem with credibility,’ Willlam M. Le-
Fevyre, a vice president at Purcell, Graham &
Company, said yesterday. ‘The question is
no longer whether the Administration can
balance the budget—it's now doubtful that
a balanced budget could be achleved by
1984—but whether the whole supply-side
concept will ultimately work.'" (The New
York Times, 8/26/81)

JAMES J. O'LEARY

“As James J, O'Leary, economic consul-
tant to the United States Trust Company,
observes, the collapse of the long-term bond
and mortgage markets looks like a perma-
nent revolution, dangerous to United States
growth, as the big traditional investors In
long-term obligations are cutting back in
the interest of thelr own survival. Mr.
O’Leary warns: ‘Unless investors can be con-
vinced that the odds are that the rate of
inflation can and will be brought down
significantly in the period ahead, the ero-
slon in avallability of fixed-rate, long-term
funds will continue and long-term interest
rates will move to even higher levels.'"
(The New York Times, 9/2/81)

ALAN LERNER

"“‘The Fed can declde to monetize this
huge debt,’ says Bankers Trust Company
money-market economist Alan Lerner, ‘but
if it does, it can kiss the long-run economic
outlook good-bye." Lerner, like Kaufman, be-
lleves that ‘we will see historical highs in
interest rates before the year is over.'"” (New
York Magazine, 8/3/81)

EDWARD YARDENI

“‘Whereas the consensus has been that
the economy is remarkably resilient in the
face of these high interest rates, we are find-
ing that the economy has turned much
weaker as a result of the Fed's aggressively
tight monetary policy,’ says Edward Yar-
deni, the chief economist at E. I*. Hutton.
‘A decifion has been made in Waszhington to
deliberately engineer o period of protracted
economic slack,’ he notes. ‘But the Fed,
we've learned, if it errs, is going to err on
the side of being too tight rather tnan too
easy.'” (New York Magazine, 8/3,81)

DENNIS FARNEY

Dennis Farney, a colummnist for the Wall
Street Journal, says in his 8/31/81 column:
“Indexing—combined with an unforeseen
Minnesota recession—has been a political
and budgetary disaster. There may be lessons
here for President Reagan, who's just start-
ing down the indexing path. ... You can't
help wondering: js there a parallel here to
President Reagan? Here in St. Paul, as in
Washington, optimistic cconomic projec-
tions undergirded the Indexing plan. The
conventional wisdom was thiat Minnesota's
diversified economy was all but recesslon-
proof. The convenilonal wisdom was wrong."

JAMES K. CAPRA

Vietnam kicked off the current inflation,
and the Reagan military bulldup in the
midst of huge tax cuts could give inflation
another cruel twist. An analysis by James
R. Capra in the current Quarterly Review
of the Federal Reserve Bank of New York
finds that the Reagan military bulldup, con-
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centrated in procurement, “will apparently
far exceed the Vietnam procurement in-
crease.”
WASSILY LEONTIEF
Wassily Leontief of New York University,
who won the Nobel Memorial Prize in Eco-
nomic Science for his analysis of interindus-
try flows, has warned that enormous new
military outlays will concentrate scarce
capital in the military area and “will starve
the rest of the economy on the investment
it desperately requires to remain competi-
tive in the tightening worldwide market.”
ANTHONY LUDOVICI
Anthony Ludoviel, vice president of
Tucker, Anthony & R. L. Day Inc., sald that
prevailing high interest rates and a rapldly
slowing economy that seemed to be border-
ing on another recesslon "is putting consld-
erable downward pressure on the stock
market.”
LEONARD BROOKS
Leonard Brooks, Jr., Investment strateglst
of Cowen & Company, said that the market
would continue to decline until the rate of
return on investment funds “narrows be-
tween money market funds and equity
yields."
JAMES R. SCHLESINGER
James R. Schlesinger, economist, and Cabl-
net officer under three Presidents including
Acting Budget Director and, later, Secre-
tary of Delense in the Nixon Administration
recently characterized the Reagan tax blll as
“llkely to go down in history as the single
most Irresponsible fiscal action of modern
times.” In his Washington Post column,
Schlesinger went on to say, “The fiscal con-
sequences may be briefly, if sadly stated. Un-
less tax reductions are reversed—which seem
unlikely—on the basis of present legislation
and projected defense spending, the nation
faces growing budget deficlits of $65 billion
in 1982, $90 billion in 1983 and $120 billion
in 1984. Non-defense reductions will be in-
creasingly hard to achleve. Thus, only the
total jettisoning of the Administration’s
goal of a balanced budget will permit even a
modified defense buildup to survive.”
THOMAS JOHNSON
Thomas Johnson, Executive Vice President
of Chemical Bank, sald: “The Reagan ad-
ministration forecast a balanced budget
based on unrealistic projections of growth
and Interest rates, and the bond market
knows it.” (The New York Times, 9/11/81)
ARNOLD X. MOSKOWITZ
“‘“The new supply-side view s that deficits
don’t matter,’ says Arnold X. Moskowitz, first
vice president at Dean Witter Reynolds. ‘We
think that they do—deficits are simply not
the hallmark of good economic manage-
ment.'" (Newsweek, 9/21/81)
BAM I. NAKAGAMA
“Sam I. Nakagama, chief economist for
Kidder, Peabody, argues that—far from
doubting the Administration's veracity—the
markets are taking Reagan at his word. ‘They
bellieve that there will be rising defense
spending, that it will be difficult to make
further cuts in non-defense spending and
that we now have tax cuts that go on for-
ever,” he says. ‘That will all add up to de-
fieits." " (Newsweek, 9/21,/81)
JACE W. LAVERY
“Lavery ls executive vice president of Mer-
rill Lynch Economics. ‘There are some things
that don't ring true In all of this. There is
concern In the financial markets that
Reagan’'s numbers don't add up,’ he sald.”
(The Philadelphia Inquirer, 9/11,/81)
ROBERT H. CHANDROSS
“One big problem, said Robert H. Chand-
ross, financlal economist for Kidder, Pea-
body & Co., is the federal budget, which is
belng viewed in an increasingly gloomy way.
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Speaking to a meeting of the Baltimore
Zconomic Soclety, he sald the budget now
looks as though it may stay in a large deficit
position for a long period of time.

“He based that pessimlsm on several
factors.

“One is doubt that the U.S. economy will
provide robust growth or sharply reduced
inflation in the near future. His forecast
calls for ‘'modest’ real economic growth (after
inflation is subtracted) of 2-to-2Y percent
& year between now and the end of 1982,
Inflation will not decline much, remaining
at an annual rate of 81;-to-9 percent, he said.

“Another problem, according fo Mr,
Chandross, is that Interest rates are un-
likely to drop much. He sald any decline in
short-term rates is likely to be small and
of brief duration, and the drop will be re-
versed by early next year with rates by then
1 or 11, percentage points higher than they
are Now.

“Beyond that, the final version of the ad-
ministration tax bill Wall Street earlier had
cheered now looks llke ‘they're giving away
the store,” Mr. Chandross asserted. Govern-
ment revenues will be reduced substantially
and spending cuts will be limited by the
political problems of cutting expenditures
for the defense or Soclal Security programs,
he sald.

“He sald that as a result of all those
factors, which are part of the tramsition
toward a different kind of economy than in
the past, the Reagan administration already
may be considering some tax Increases. It
now accepts, according to Mr. Chandross,
that there will be large deficits and inflation
during the economy's transition years.” (The
Baltimore Sun, 9/11/81)

DONALD MILLER

“Says Donald Miller, vice chalrman of the
Continental Illinols Corp.: ‘Supply-side eco-
nomics has been oversold, and people have
come to expect too much.""” (Time, 9/21/81)

MARTIN FELDSTEIN

“Adds Conservative Economist Martin
Feldsteln, president of the National Bureau
of Economic Research: ‘I think the Admin-
istration hurt itself by a series of unbelley-
able statements, starting with those opti-
mistic forecasts about growth of the econ-
omy."” (Time, 9/21/81)

ROBERT LUCAS

“Sald Robert Lucas, professor of economics
at the University of Chicago: ‘This Admin-
istratlon has committed itself to a whole
serles of tax cuts, and it's going to be hard
as hell for them to reverse course. They have
locked themselves into some very tough
arithmetic, espectally since they have been
overoptimistic about the benefits of the tax
cuts.’” (Time, 9/21/81)

FRANCIS H. SCHOTT

“Says Francls H. Schott, chlef economist
for the Equitable Life Assurance Soclety:
‘Guys llke Economist Art Laffer and Con-
gressman Jack EKemp are O.K. to have
around as long as you just take note of what
they say and look for the kernel of truth
in it. But you don't necessarily do what they
prescribe. That's just a prescription for
disaster.’” (Time, 9/21/81)

AUDREY FREEDMAN

“ ‘It might be easler politically to rescind
part of the tax cuts,’ sald Audrey Freedman,
labor economist at the Conference Board, a
business-sponsored economic research orga-
nization, ‘than go through the additional
cutbacks In defense and soclal program
spending that will be required if the Presl-
dent is to reach his deficit target; something
is going to have to glve.'” (The New York
Times, 9/15/81)

LEONARD SANTOW

“'What we are really talking about,' sald
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Leonard Santow, senior vice president and
economist for the J. Henry Schroeder Bank
and Trust Company, ‘Is & complete reassess-
ment of the entire Reagan program and the
premises upon which it was based.’

“In his view, the Administration is ‘finally
coming to realize what the financial markets
realized a long time ago: that the tax cuts
have tled their hands on the receipt side.’
He sald, ‘Unless they cut more spending or
introduce some new form of taxation, the
Government deficit in fiscal 1982 will be an
inflationary $15 billlon to $20 billlon more
than the $42.5 billlon they have projected.’”
(The New York Times, 9/15/81)

Mr. EAGLETON. Finally, Mr. Presi-
dent, what the Reagan administration is
faced with is an internal economic war
amongst its own key people.

On the one hand, you have the Jack
Kemp “monetarist school”"—including
Sprinkel, Ture, and Roberts at Treas-
ury—who believe, to use Mr. Kemp's own
phrase, that “Republicans no longer wor-
ship at the shrine of a balanced budget.”

On the other hand, you have some
“traditionalists” like Secretary Regan
and OMB Director Stockman who do
believe that huge deficits mean a hell of
a lot.

Theé Reagan administration, first of
all, must resolve its own economic civil
war. After it has done that, it then must
face up to the incredible revenue drain
caused by the bloated $750 billion tax
cut, recently enacted into law. If defense
spending is still an “untouchable”—the
President’s slight nudge of a $13 billion
defense cut over 3 years so indicates—
then the President must contemplate in-
creasing Federal revenues or making
such draconian domestic budget cuts as
are almost too frightening to contem-
plate.

As Henry Kaufman has said in a re-
cent Newsweek interview:

We are in a difficult position, from which
we have limited chances to extricate our-
selves unless we take draconian measures,

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I yield
back the time that was allocated for Sen-
ator Horrincs. He will not speak this
morning.

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the
previous order, there will now be a period
for the transaction of routine morning

business for not to exceed 5 minutes with
staiﬁments therein limited to 1 minute
each.

THE DEVASTATING EFFECT OF
HIGH INTEREST RATES

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, each day
when I rise to speak about the devastat-
ing effect that high interest rates are
having on the economy, I do so with the
hope that I can bring good news to my
colleagues in the Senate. News that in-
terest rates are coming down or that the
administration is proposing some action
that will lead to that desired result.

Unfortunately. each day I have only
been able to recite a litany of worsening
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economic conditions and continued stub-
born inaction by the administration.
Such is the case today.

The announcement was made today
that the home mortgage rate last month
increased another full percentage point
to 17, percent. That is a record high for
Government-backed home mortgages. It
means that young farm couples in Okla-
homa and others across the country are
1 percent further away from ever hoping
to own their own home. This is a tragic
commentary on the economy of the
greatest Nation in the world.

One might expect the administration
to take note of this latest worsening of
the interest rate vice. However, that does
not seem likely in view of the most recent
statements by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, Donald Regan.

Mr. Regan this morning reiterated
that he sees no signs that the Federal
Reserve Board will lessen its monetary
policy. Indeed, with the apparent ap-
proval of the Secretary of the Treasury,
there is little hope that the Fed will
ease the tight money policies it has pur-
sued, even in the face of this latest evi-
dence that we are moving rapidly in
the wrong direction.

Frankly, Mr. President, it is entirely
proper to begin to wonder whose side the
Secretary of the Treasury is on. There
are a considerable number of people who
look at Secretary Regan and see a per-
son who aggressively supported money
market strategies in the past and many
are expressing concern over whether he
understands or has compassion for the
average American citizen's economic
difficulties in these times.

When these sorts of questions are
asked of me by people in Oklahoma, or
in other parts of the country, I must con-
fess T am at a loss for a proper response.
I would hope that such questions could
be answered with reassuring words, but
if the old adage that “actions speak
louder than words” is true, then such
speculations about the Secretary of the
Treasury become hard to refute,

In any event. if the home mortgage
rate continues to climb then the proper
and indeed the only place to find a short
term solution to the high interest rate
dilemma lies with the administration.
That solution will not be found in the
not-so-tacit approval of the actions of
the Federal Reserve Board by the admin-
istration's chief economic spokesman—
the esteemed Secretary of the Treasury,

THE PRODUCTION AND DEPLOY-
MENT OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, in Vermont
and throughout the United States, there
is a growing awareness of the danger
posed to all of us by the unrelenting
production and deployment of nuclear
weapons. I share this concern, and ask
unanimous consent that the following
article which I wrote for the Burlington
(Vt.) Free Press on August 6, 1981, be
printed in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
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WE CAN PuLL BAck FrRoM BRINK OF
NUCLEAR WAR
(By PATRICK J. LEAHY)

In his recent television series on the cos-
mos, Professor Carl Sagan offered a startling
idea: in our universe, thousands of planets
have developed great civilizations, mastered
the atom, and then destroyed themselves.
Only a few have escaped this cycle of prog-
ress and self-immolation.

Sagan’s speculation is designed to shock
whether it is valid or not. In one respect,
however, it 1s also right on the mark. Our
own planet has reached the nuclear thresh-
old. The superpowers have developed a ca-
pacity to destroy each other and much of
the rest of the world, and that awesome ca-
pacity continues to grow. Without major
change, today's generation faces the prob-
ability of a nuclear war which could leave
the earth virtually uninhabitable.

This frightening prospect overwhelms all
other issues. Inflation, unemployment, dep-
rivations, violence in our soclety, the pop-
ulation explosion and the depletion of our
natural resources—these are all secondary
in importance to the threat of nuclear war.

We prefer not to talk about the prospect
of the self-destruction of our civilization,
not only because we recoll at the thought
of a holocaust, but because questions of nu-
clear proliferation and verification are so
difficult to understand.

The prospect of nuclear war is so frighten-
ing that we prefer to think it could never
happen. We hope the next generation will
discover new ways to render nuclear weapons
inert before they reach their target.

All of this is wishful thinking. Already
the danger of nuclear war is a “clear and
prezent” one and not simply a contribution
to fiction horror stories.

I cannot cover all facets of the nuclear
weapons debate here in a few paragraphs,
but I would like to begin a discussion of the
issue by concerned people in Vermont.

My own interest also reflects a growing
concern that by ignoring the nuclear night-
mare we have, in effect, heightened the dan-
ger that we will delay beyond the point of
averting calamity. In this article, I hope to
outline the principal parts of the debate as
I see them, and to invite Vermonters' dis-
cussion.

Some basic premises are in order. The
first is that nuclear proliferation and arms
control cannot be considered in a vacuum,
We have compelling and legitimate foreign
and defense needs and we must address a
wide and growing range of problems at home
and abroad at the same time as we take a
good hard look at the danger of nuclear war,

Second, we must realize that there are no
simple or final solutions, whether they be
unilateral disarmament at one extreme or
a frenzied arms race on the other. Simple
solutions serve only to hide the complexity
of the problem, and they distract us from
the painful and thorough examination of
options needed.

Third, reasonable options have both merits
and drawbacks, and our choices must take
this into account.

Fourth, we must recognize that reining in
the nuclear arms race is a moral imperative
as well as a political goal.

What are our options? Two options are
clearly unacceptable: unilateral disarmament
and undisciplined expansion of our nuclear
arsenal.

I lack any faith that the Soviet Union
Would follow the example of unilateral dis-
armament. At the other extreme, a policy
of nuclear arms expansion and no negotia-
tlons, at least until the United States has
established a clear superiority in. nuclear
weapons, won't work.

Not only is such a goal unattainable with
today's technology, but this policy would
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delay the resumption of substantive negotia-
tlons for at least several Years. This raises
the possibllity of a nuclear confrontation in
the interim. It also means that yet another
generation of sophisticated and extraordi-
narily expensive weaponry on both sides
would be in place to complicate negotiations.

I would hope this country would not
nalively trust the Soviet Union without veri-
fiable safeguards. At the same time, we must
assume that the Soviets, llke us, know it's
in thelr best interest to have a cap placed
on the arms race, and that the Soviet leader-
ship is prepared to share with us the heavy
responsibilities of making a settlement
work.

We have already seen, nonetheless, how
difficult it 1s to negotiate with the Kremlin,
and we must face problems posed by a
search for a satisfactory verification system.

We want an early and even dramatic pull-
back from the abyss of nuclear war, but we
also need to resolve difficult technical prob-
lems. We must keep in mind the interests of
our allies, and recognize the chilling fact
that other nations are taking out member-
ship in the nuclear club.

At the risk of oversimplification, I see four
bilateral, general proposals deserving serious
consideration: (1) a moratorium on the
production and installation of new weapons
systems; (2) an across-the-board reduction
of all nuclear (and perhaps conventional)
weapons systems; (3) a reduction of nuclear
Weapons (and possibly non-nuclear weapons)
and forces in a particular geographic re-
glon, especially Western and Eastern Europe;
(4) ratification of a Strategic Arms Limita-
tlon Treaty and an early start on another
round of negotiations.

In each case we must be absolutely certain
that there are adequate means to insure that
the reduction in armaments is equitable,
that the Soviet Union complies with the
agreement and that the relationship with the
Soviet Union is not based simply on trust.

Each option, of course, raises serious prob-
lems. Would a moratorlum on production
and deployment of nuclear weapons grant
th2 Soviet Union a substantial advantage in
the European theater? Would the Soviet
Union be able to accommodate Its concern
about China in proceeding with an across-
the-board reduction? How wuseful would a
European theater reduction be in the con-
text of an escalation of the arms race else-
where?

Finally, how much enthuslasm exists with-
in the Reagan Administration for a resump-
tlon of SALT talks? It is quite clear that
prospects for ratification of SALT II are
remote, and that some administration ad-
visers are urging an extended delay before
beginning new talks. It would be a shame
to lose the momentum towards a settle-
ment established in early negotiations.

The list of problems is very long indeed.
But time is short. If we allow ourselves to be
overwhelmed by the political and technical
problems posed by any effort to reverse the
nuclear arms race, we will further reduce
the prospects of avoiding a catastrophe of
proportions never before faced by mankind.

Pessimlists say that the march to destruc-
tion has already proceeded to a point where
it cannot be reversed, that t+e Earth will be
counted among those civilizations of Profes-
sor Sagan's hypothesis which falled to curb
the destructive use of nuclear power.

Optimists belleve that there 1s still a
chance to pull back from the brink. If we
have the wlll we can prove the optimists
right.

THE NEW ECONOMIC RHETORIC

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, this
spring, the Reagan administration told
the country how to get itself out of its se-
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rious economic difficulties. The President
asked Congress to enact massive spend-
ing cuts and to pass a large tax cut. He
promised that this combination wol._zld
restore the country’s economic vitality
and bring us to the promised land of a
balanced budget by fiscal year 1984. Con-
gress complied by doing just what the
President asked. We gave him the larg-
est budget cuts in history. We gave him
the Reagan-Kemp-Roth tax cut. The
President left town in a blaze of glory at
the end of July, and Congress basked in
the reflection.

Supposedly, the corner had been
turned and the economic atmosphere
had been completely changed. All would
be well, we were assured by the apostles
of the new wisdom. The unity of theory
and practice had finally been achieved in
the theology of supply-side economics—
the faith of George Gilder made tangible
by the good works of David Stockman.

Not all of us, of course, were taken in
by the new economic rhetoric. And now,
our fears are proving to be true. Just 1
short month after passing all of the ad-
ministration’s economic program, those
promises of a corner turned and an
economy invigorated ring hollow. The
stock market has dropped out. The prime
interest rate remains above 20 percent.
Ninety-day Treasury bills draw over 15
percent interest. And we end the fiscal
year with the discouraging news that in-
stead of budget deficits shrinking, the
prognosis is for far more red ink than
the administration had ever planned on.
Instead of the $42.5 billion deficit pre-
dicted by the administration as late as
just a few weeks ago, we are now looking
squarely in the face of a 1982 deficit of
as much as $65 billion. It gets worse, not
better, in the outyears—as much as §70
billion in 1983 and $80 billion and more
in 1984. No wonder Wall Street is not
convinced. No wonder the market has
dropped 100 points since August. The
bottom line of the national budget is not
improving. All the trauma of cutting
programs we have been through in re-
cent months, all the lobbying and cajol-
ing have yielded no improvement in the
bottom-line figures.

By irresponsibly diminishing Govern-
ment revenues, and by promising guns
and butter both via increased defense ex-
penditures and decreased taxes, the
Reagan administration is inevitably
headed toward 4 more years of busted
budgets and high inflation. Dress it up
in the fancy new title of supply-side eco-
nomics, present it as a revelation from
on high, paint it how you want—it is the
same old tired economic practice that
has been tried and found wanting for a
decade and more.

“The old business as usual treatment
can't save us,” President Reagan told the
Nation on February 5. And then he pre-
scribed, wvou guessed it—business as
usual. For a Congress that had cut in-
come taxes in 1964, again in 1969, acain
in 1971, twice in 1975, again in 1976,
again in 1977, and again in 1978. there
was no noveltv in the Regan proposal for
yet another reduction in tax revenues.
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Fundamental flaws inhered in the Rea-
gan administration approach to budget-
ing and taxes.

Flaw No. 1 was the idea that by spend-
ing cuts alone we could achieve a bal-
anced budget. I applaud the President
for his diligence in helping the Congress
cut $35 billion in 1982 through the rec-
onciliation bill. Last year, you may re-
member that the Democratic controlled
Congress enacted reconciliation cuts re-
ducing $8 billion from the deficit. The
main point, however, is that we have
been fooling ourselves. We have been
cutting programs right along, and con-
gratulating ourselves on the cuts. But
we are almost to the point of trying to
get blood out of the turnip. There is not
much there.

There is still the need for additional
budget cutting, but we will not reach a
balanced budget with spending cuts
alone. In order to eliminate the kind of
deficits we are looking at now, and still
preserve funding for defense and in-
terest payments in the social “safety
net” that the President has promised to
maintain, we would have to cut approx-
imately 60 percent of the rest of the
budget in 1984. No Congress is going to
make cuts on that order and no President
is going to propose them.

Flaw No. 2 was the decision that en-
titlement and tax expenditure programs
were sacrosanct. Nobody underestimates
the difficulty of tackling entitlements.
Certainly I do not underestimate them.
But the lesson of all the budget exercises
we have been through thus far in 1981
is clear: There is no painless way to
balance the budget. It cannot be done by
sleight-of-hand, public relations wizard-
ry, or fine tuning. It requires a frontal
assault against the excesses which have
pushed your Government and mine to its
present budgetary condition. But the
President chose not to lead, and not
unexpectedly, Congressmen and Sena-
tors were not champing at the bit to take
this one on without Presidential support.

Flaw No. 3 is the proposal to impound
spending. Rather we should be impound-
ing the tax cut. The impoundment pro-
posal assumes, Mr. President, that the
Congress is going to appropriate more
than is needed. There Is nothing in the
record of this Congress to support such
an assumption. Consequently, there is no
reason to give the President blanket
power to impound spending. Uncontrol-
led Presidential impoundment would de-
stroy the discipline of the budget process.

I was here when Congress reasserted
its constitutional prerogatives in fiscal
matters against the illegal and unprec-
edented actions of the Nixon adminis-
tration. I did not participate in that
exercise only to relinquish the same
power in September 1981. There is talk
of the administration’s courage and
bravery because it is willing to take this
responsibility. There is talk about a
proviso that both Houses have a veto
over any impoundment. so that we wonld
have a shared responsibilitv. That is the
typical Washington solution—a shared
approach with no fixed responsibilitv. It
is bad. It breaks our fiscal discipline
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and destroys the credibility of the budg-
et process we have worked so diligently
to vindicate. How much better to have a
fair fight, an up or down vote, on the
appropriation bills, and let the President,
if he thinks there is too much money
appropriated in any bill, veto it. I believe
the mood in these Halls is such as to
sustain such action.

The summer confidence of August has
turned to the doubting despair of Sep-
tember. It is apparent that the adminis-
tration underestimated the magnitude of
the economic problems it confronted. It
is clear that it is not just a matter of
time until the new policy takes hold and
turns America around. It is obvious that
tinkering and patchwork and fine tuning
cannot salvage the misbegotten eco-
nomics of the new theorists. It is not so
simple as designating a sweepstakes win-
ner in the Stockman-Weinberger debate.

White House and Capitol Hill are a
cacophony of conflicting voices. The ma-
jority leader tells the Senate that Wall
Street is addicted to the heroin of high
interest rates. The chairman of the
Budget Committee advocates the Me-
Govern program of cutting $30 billion
from defense. Every day brings its new
confusion and I am reminded of the old
saying aboard ship, “When in danger,
when in doubt, run in circles, scream and
shout.” What is wanting is not proposals,
but a comprehensive proposal. What is
wanting is not the desire for a solution,
but the realization that there is no pain-
less, piecemeal solution. The only viable
approach is a comprehensive package ad-
dressing the stark budget choices we con-
front. In such a comprehensive solution,
we will find real reconciliation. The sec-
ond concurrent budget resolution which
this committee begins to address today
offers us the opportunity for that kind of
reconciliation.

Early on, President Reagan said: “If
you do not like my plan then submit an
alternative.” That is the kind of politics
I understand. I submitted an alternative
solely on the supply side, limited to $20
billion, rewarding savings and stimulat-
ing investment. That plan failed in spite
of the fact that a majority of my Dem-
ocratic colleagues here favored it. In the
same spirit of trying to be constructive
and of responding to the compelling ur-
geney of the situation, I am today pro-
posing a comprehensive package which
I hope will eventuate as part and parcel
of the second concurrent budget resolu-
tion. I would hope that the experience of
the past few weeks would lend credence
to the effort.

Everyone around this table has been
home during the recess and knows the
stark impact of high interest rates on his
or her constituents. Everyone around this
table now understands that Wall Street
and the financial community in general
cannot be persuaded by pious musings
and “sophomore psychology.” We should
all be able to see as of September 15, 1981,
the effects of the President’s program:
Huge deficits. stretching out as far as the
eye can see. to the tune of $60, $70, $80,
perhaps $100 billion and it is not just
Wall Street that is affected by those defi-
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cits, because when the Government goes
out to borrow the funds, private investors
and consumers all across this land are
unceremoniously bumped out of the
capital market.

Let us tell it like it is—the adminis-
tration assured us that if only Congress
would put the program ,in place, the
economy would respond with a rush of
new activity. The assurance was wrong.
The economy has responded with in-
credulity. We cannot wait 6 months more
for results. Interest rates are at their
highest level in history, the housing and
automobile industries are at rock bottom
levels of activity. Congress is faced with
the urgency in this second budget resolu-
tion not of fine tuning a game plan
whose wisdom is already vindicated—it is
faced instead with the need to remedy the
defects of the program so recently ap-
proved. I believe that the package I am
proposing today provides this remedy.

I have two tables which summarize my
proposal and I ask that they be inserted
at this point in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the tables
were ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

REVENUE AND SPENDING CHANGES

Budget impact (in billions)
1982 1983 1984

REVENUE CHANGES
Smaller t:mrsm-ui tax cut (5/5/5
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Repeal deduction for intangible
rilling costs
Windfall profit on natural gas...._. +415.
Repeal consumer debt interest 6.0
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Total, revenue changes
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President’s defense budget

Reduced interest costs from lower
interest rates.
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Mr. HOLLINGS. Now, Mr. President,
let me elaborate a little on these various
points.
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My first proposal would be for a small-
er personal income tax cut. We simply
cannot afford a large across-the-board
personal income tax reduction. I like tax
cuts. All politicians like tax cuts. But
when we are increasing defense spending
by $100 billion by 1984, how can we afford
to cut taxes by $150 billion? Something
has to give; the numbers in the Presi-
dent’s plan just do not add up to a bal-
anced budget. And a balanced budget
is what the people of this country want
and what our economic condition com-
pels. In poll after poll last year and this,
the people put a balanced budget at the
top of their list of priorities, followed
by increased defense spending. To be
sure, tax cuts are desired. but not before
we balance the budget. The American
people know, just as Wall Street investors
know, that you cannot live forever on
borrowed money. A government cannot
operate on borrowed money without de-
stroying the private economy.

The situation is that we now have a
tax law which does not please the very
people the Republican Party wanted so
badly to please—the business and in-
vestment community. It is not enough
to say, “Wait, give it 1 more month or
2 more months or 6 more months.” The
country cannot wait. The atmosphere
that was supposed to be created by the
new tax law is myth. All the while, high
interest rates are crippling our domestic
economy and causing unprecedented
havoc overseas.

What can be done about it? It is not
too late, Mr. President. But we must act
now. We must undo the damage of that
tax bill—the one James Schlesinger
called the “single most irresponsible fis-
cal action of modern times”—by reducing
the size of the second and third years
of the across-the-board cut by half.

The administration’s tax cut has dev-
astated the revenue posture of the Gov-
ernment. The tax cuts cost us $93 billion
in 1983, $150 billion in 1984, $199 billion
in 1985, and $266 billion in 1986. The
only outcomes guaranteed by that kind
of revenue loss are budgeting in the red,
high interest rates, and continued infla-
tion. I worked on the last balanced budg-
et we had in this country—the $3.2 bil-
lion surplus which Lyndon Johnson
bequeathed his successor in 1969. Now,
under the program I am proposing today,
we will have, after 15 years of deficits,
a balanced budget for fiscal year 1984.
The American people will suport this
proposal because they understand that
the alternative is high interest rates.
They will support it because they under-
stand that in the present environment,
Kemp-Roth tax cuts provide no genuine
relief. Once the budget is in balance and
Government’s fiscal house is in order, we
can proceed with the kind of thorough-
going and genuine tax relief which all
of us want to have.

Second, I propose the immediate repeal
of the ill-considered and hastily enacted
provision for indexing the income tax.
Indexing, scheduled to take effect begin-
ning in 1985, was the most irresponsible
provision of all in a bill made distinctive
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by its irresponsibility. If we start index-
ing tax rates, we will scon be unable to
pay for even the barest-boned Federal
Government, national defense, and social
security. I think even George Gilder
would agree we need those programs.

Third, I also recommend repeal of the
oil provisions that were included in the
tax bill. Quite candidly, I think that the
Congress put politics above reason when
it included the royalty income, stripper
well and new oil provisions in the tax
act of 1981. How can the Congress justify
such tax expenditures in light of the
budget reductions that were just ap-
proved in the Reconciliation Act of 1981?
Big Oil is making obscene. profits. How
can we propose reductions in social se-
curity and child feeding programs and at
the same time give independent oil com-
panies and royalty owners these unwar-
ranted tax breaks? How can a Member
of Congress say that he or she is for a
balanced budget in fiscal year 1984 and
then turn around to spend $11.6 billion
which can only exacerbate the deficit?
The inclusion of these provisions in the
tax bill was neither sound economic pol-
icy nor sound energy policy. I therefore
recommend that these provisions be
brought to the floor for reconsideration
in the form of an amendment repealing
the appropriate tax provisions.

Fourth, I propose repeal of that provi-
sion of the internal revenue code of 1954
to eliminate the expensing of exploration
and development costs of oil, gas, and
mineral extraction. Since this tax ex-
penditure was enacted, it has been justi-
fied as the stimulus to mineral explora-
tion. However, since 1954 there have been
significant changes in the energy situa-
tion of the United States. I need not re-
call all of these changes, but they eventu-
ate, as we all know, in decontrol. Yet,
despite all of these changes and despite
“decontrol,” the “intangible drilling cost”
provision remains on the books. Present-
ly, approximately 99 percent of the rev-
enue loss associated with intangible
drilling costs involves oil and gas ex-
ploration, and this loss is now equivalent
to $3 billion per fiscal year,

Fifth, I have long been and continue to
be an ardent opponent of the decontrol
of natural gas. The gas companies, and
the oil companies which are entering the
gas business very heavily, are making bil-
lions on natural gas in the present envi-
ronment. However, it is apparent also that
the administration will soon submit, and
the Congress will approve, legislation de-
controlling natural gas. I have therefore
come to the conclusion that we should
proceed with immediate decontrol and
with a windfall profit tax to mitigate the
impact of decontrol. I would initially pro-
pose that this tax be for a period of 5
years or until such time as $40 billion in
revenue has been raised.

I continue to be concerned with the
impact natural gas decontrol will have
on consumer purchasing power, especial-
ly low income residential consumers, and
on the economy as a whole. Nevertheless,
I can read the political omens and inso-
far as decontrol is concerned, the future
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is almost now. The only way to achieve
decontrol while attempting to minimize
its impact on the economy and on the
consumer is to implement a natural gas
windfall profit tax. Not only would this
mitigate some of the unforeseen conse-
quences of natural gas decontrol, but it
would also provide needed revenues,
thereby substantially reducing the Fed-
eral defleit.

My sixth proposal is repeal of the
consumer debt interest deduction. At a
time when we are trying to balance the
Federal budget and promote investment
and savings, it no longer makes sense to
encourage consumers to make all of
their purchases on credit by allowing the
interest on this debt to be deducted from
taxable income. An economy concerned
with increasing savings and productivity
should not be in the business of allowing
a tax write off for interest paid out while
at the same time it taxes interest in-
come. So, this change would be sound
public and economic policy. Additionally,
it will return $21 billion to the Treasury
over the next 3 years.

Seventh, my proposal would go along
with the President’s recent announce-
ment to reduce the size of the increases
in the Defense budget. We can afford a
few savings in this area, while still in-
creasing overall Defense expenditures by
7T percent a year.

Finally, the above proposals translate
into lower interest costs because of a
decline in interest rates. The tax
changes I have proposed today represent
a responsible fiscal policy—the kind of
fiscal policy which will open the way to-
ward an eased monetary policy. No
longer will the burden fall exclusively
on the monetary side. Instead fiscal and
monetary policy will be working together
to achieve the kind of economic stability
which has been so sadly wanting in
America these past 15 years.

The bottom line of the Hollings plan,
using the economic assumptions of the
Congressional Budget Office, is a budget
in balance for fiscal year 1983. There are
those, myself included, who believe the
CBO assumptions are optimistic, even
though they are not nearly so rosy as
the administration’s. But even under the
less optimistic assumptions that I have
prepared, we would still achieve a bal-
anced budget for fiscal year 1984. This
plan may strike some as being politically
unpalatable, but it strikes me as eco-
nomically and politically imperative. We
are at a true crossroads in public policy.
The decisions we will be making this
month and next will determine the fu-
ture—America's future. Let us seize the
moment boldly and enact the kind of
comprehensive pregram which alone can
get America moving again.

It requires no revelation from on high,
no bright new economic insight, to
fathom whither we must go. It requires
only an appreciation of the good sense
of the American people. They know
what needs to be done in 1981 and they
will sacrifice to achieve success. Sacri-
fice is the offspring of leadership, and
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the present leadership in both the execu-
tive and legislative branches will fail
America unless it faces up to the difficult
cholices confronting Government today.
We in the Congress will shortly begin
writing the net chapter of the story.
I hope it is a chapter of vindication for
a Government that has too often in the
recent past failed to discharge its solemn
responsibilities.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pe-
riod for morning business is concluded.

AGRICULTURE AND FOOD ACT OF
1981

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 11:15
a.m. having arrived, the Senate will now
resume consideration of the pending
business, S. 884, which the clerk will
state.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 884) to revise and extend pro-
grams to provide price support and produc-
tion incentives for farmers to assure an
abundance of food and fiber, and for other
purposes.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill:

PREVENTED PLANTINGS

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, a ques-
tion has come up with regard to the in-
terpretation of the language for the
acreage reduction program which makes
the authority of the Secretary unclear.

Specifically, when the Secretary an-
nounces an acreage reduction program
off last year's acreage, he can take into
consideration any prevented plantings a
farmer may have encountered.

The Secretary also has the option of
requiring farmers to reduce acreage from
the average planted in the 2 previous
years.

However, there 1is some question
whether or not the Secretary can adjust
for any prevented plantings when using
the 2-year average.

Mr. President, I would like to ask the
managers of the bill if it is their under-
standing that, when the 2-year average
is used, the Secretary may take into con-
sideration prevented plantings in each of
those years.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. Fresident, the Sena-
tor is correct. It was the intention that
the Secretary would have the same au-
thority to adjust for prevented plantings
when he uses the 2-year average acre-
age as he would when only using the pre-
vious year’s acreage as the base,.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I yield to
the distinguished Senator from Iowa
(Mr. JEPSEN) .

TP AMENDMENT NO. 358
(Purpose: To revise the dairy price support
provisions)

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Iowa (Mr. JEPSEN) pro-
poses unprinted amendment numbered 356.

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 134, beginning with line 13, strike
out all through line 12 on page 135 and in-
sert in lleu thereof the following:

"Sec. 103. Bection 201 of the Agricultural
Act of 1949 (7 U.B.C. 1446) Is amended by—

“{a) deleting everything after the first
sentence in subsection (¢) and inserting in
lieu thereof the following:

‘Notwithstanding the foregoing, for the
period beginning October 1, 1981, and ending
September 30, 1985, the minimum level of
price support for milk shall be 70 per centum
of the parity price therefor: Provided, That
whenever the Secretary estimates that the
net cost of Government price support pur-
chases of milk or the products of milk will
exceed $750,000,000 if the support price for
milk is established at the level required by
the foregoing provisions of this subsection,
such level of support may be adjusted to
the extent the Secretary deems appropriate
but not to a level less than the support level
for the prior marketing year: Provided fur-
ther, That the support price shall in no case
be less than $13.10 per hundredweight of milk
containing 3.67 per centum butterfat: Pro-
vided further, That the level of support for
milk for the remainder of the 1981-82 mar-
keting year may be adjusted in accordance
with the foregoing although a level of sup-
port for such year has been established prior
to the effective date hereof. Such price sup-
port shall be provided through the purchase
of milk and the products of milk.’; and *(b)
repealing subsection (d).”

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I am pro-
posing an amendment today which would
revise the dairy price support program.
My amendment would give the Secretary
of Agriculture discretion to set the price
support level between 70 and 90 percent
of parity for the next 4 milk marketing
years. At no time could the support price
during this period be below $13.10 per
hundredweight which is the current
level. The Secretary would be authorized
not to increase the level of support dur-
ing any year in which net outlays for
the program were projected to exceed
$750 million.

This amendment is designed to give
the Secretary of Agriculture the needed
flexibility to bring the cost of the dairy
price support program under control and
at the same time assure producers that
their current level of support will not
be reduced.

The dairy program has served this
Nation well. Both consumers and pro-
ducers have benefited over the long run.
However, we have unfortunately reached
a point in recent years where the costs
of the program have become excessive.
Production of milk has been expanding
too rapidly—at a rate of about 3 percent
per year. The increasing of prices of
dairy products brought about by the sup-
port level increases of the 1977 Farm Act
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have slowed consumption. Unfortun-
ately, consumption of milk and dairy
products dropped about 1 million pounds
in 1980 and has held at that level until
the present time. This has meant that the
Commodity Credit Corporation has been
forced to purchase vast quantities of
nonfat dry milk, butter, and cheese.

For the current 1981 fiscal year CCC
will remove 12.6 billion pounds milk
equivalent from the market at a cost of
$1.986 billion. After taking into account
sales receipts the net expenditure to the
Commodity Credit Corporation for fiscal
year 1981 is estimated to be $1,886 mil-
lion. This is $875 million more than was
spent in fiscal year 1980 and $1.3 billion
more than was spent on the average dur-
ing fiscal year 1976 through fiscal year
1980.

It was hoped that the legislation Con-
gress passed last spring to forego the
April 1 price support increase would slow
the increase in production. However, the
slowing in the increase in milk produc-
tion that was expected has simply not
materialized. Output per cow and cow
numbers are still increasing at rates only
slightly below those for the same period
last year.

My amendment will help dairy pro-
ducers work out of the problem of excess
supplies. The cost of my amendment is
about $1 billion less than the current pro-
vision in S. 884 over the life of the bill
and is more in keeping with the twin ob-
jectives of providing adequate support
and reducing budget outlays.

During hearings on the farm bill, and
even during committee markup, com-
ments were made that action should be
delayed on milk supports. A few held the
belief that the dairy farmer would adjust
to the current oversupply situation.
Unfortunately, developments during the
past few months have not been on the
dairymen'’s side.

I shall make personal note at this point
that I speak here in the Senate today as
an individual who has immediate family
on our family farm that have within the
last year reentered the dairy business
with a rather substantial investment.

I have visited with them about this,
and with all my heart I can say that
fresh milk, the dairy support program as
it has been conducted in the past, has
been healthy generally for this Nation.

We unfortunately have a situation with
the combination of an economic recovery
program and a redirecting of this country
by way of economy and a huge surplus of
milk and milk products that have re-
sulted in the amendment that I am pro-
posing this morning to be brought into
focus, an amendment that I believe to be
fair, an amendment that I believe to be
workable, doable, and an amendment
that will be commensurate with the
entire climate of this administration, of
this country, and one that will be fair
in the long run to all people in milk
production.

Milk production continues well ahead
of last year. On August 1 production was
3.8 percent ahead of last year. Sales, on
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the other hand, showed very little
change.

1 point out by way of facts for the
record that these are not meant to be
offered in any critical sense but in a very
factual sense by way of backup for some
of the reasons for proposing this amend-
ment at this time.

Cow numbers are at their highest point
since 1977, and the demand for replace-
ments continues strong. Dairymen were
paying an average of $1,200 for milk
cows on July 15—the highest for that
date in history. This is double the
amount paid just 3 years ago. These
prices are firm despite record numbers
of replacements available. The 4.6 mil-
lion dairy heifers reported by USDA on
July 1 represent one potential replace-
ment for each 2.3 cows in milking herds.
Thus, the industry not only has the
largest number of heifers being saved
but also has the highest ratio of heifers
to milking cows in recent history—ac-
companied by record prices.

Meanwhile Government purchases
and stocks of dairy products are setting
new records. The milk equivalent of
dairy products purchased through Au-
gust 28 exceeded 12 billion pounds. But-
ter stocks on hand August 15 amounted
to 440 million pounds versus 278 million
last year. Cheese 542 million versus 198
million, and nonfat dry milk 755 million
versus 597 million a year aro. Butter is
50 percent and cheese purchases are
about 150 percent ahead of last year at
t.hist time and nonfat is up about 30 per-
cent.

There is no indication production is
moderating.

Mr. President, in closing I would just
say this: That as a Senator with a con-
stituency that is overwhelmingly agricul-
tural, as a Senator who has direct agri-
cultural and farming family interests, as
a Senator from a great agricultural State,
the State of Iowa, it gives me no great
plezsure to offer an amendment which is
somewhat more rigid in support than the
proposal in the original S. 884.

I point these things out to you as a
caution that this amendment has been
agreed to and been accepted by the De-
partment of Agriculture and this admin-
istration as fitting within the total scone
of their entire budgeting program and
the economic recovery program the Pres-
ident has espoused, and has had the
overwhelming support of the people
throughout this country as well as the
obvious svpnort from both Houses of this
Congress by noting the votes on the tax
rediintion bill and on the reconciliation
bill which, for the first time in history
changed many hundreds of laws and en-
titlement programs that had been pro-
viding blank checks so that for the first
time the Government can start doing
what it ought to have been doing a long
time ago, and that is handling the tax-
payers’ money as if it was their own and
developing a climate and an atmosphere
here that you do not spend more money
than you take in over a period of time
because you cannot do that and remain
a viable institution or operation, I am
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proposing this amendment today and
hope we can pass this amendment and
get on with this farm bill.

We have until the end of this month—
we really do not have until that time—
but at the end of this month I suggest
that if we do not have a farm bill in place
for the next 4 years, we will resort to and
revert by law back to the 1949 farm leg-
islation, which could be very, very expen-
sive—in fact, it would be financially pro-
hibitive in these times.

Let me conclude by saying that this
is a bill which, in addition to setting vari-
ous prices and supports and loans of var-
ious programs which are going to be de-
bated, establishes a thrust and creates a
climate which is a signal to the agri-
cultural community in this country that
the Department of Agriculture will serve
and work as a partner in providing for
what ultimately has to be the case in all
agricultural activities, and that is a
profitable economy.

Profit is the bottom line in farming as
in everything else. We have had over the
years cheap food policies, we have had
over the years the Government inter-
fering and tinkering with the closest
thing to a free economy that we have,
the farm law of supply and demand in
marketing products.

Farmers have done a fantastic job at
being the most efficient food producers in
the world. They are the only part of our
economy we have today which is highly
productive and, as the breadbasket of
the world, America’s farmers produce
enough food today. Each farmer now
individually produces enough food to feed
60 other people. There is not anyone any-
where on the entire globe who comes
close.

‘We want to encourage, we want to sup-
port with everything within my office, my
constituency, and with every fiber of my
bodv I will see that that is done. That I
pledge.

I thank the Chair.

May I inquire of the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Agricul-
ture what is his desire at this time as far
as procedure on this amendment is con-
cerned?

Mr. HELMS. I will say to my friend
from Iowa, Mr. President, that there is
consultation as to the next step in this
process. It may be that the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota will wish to ad-
dress the Senator’s amendment. The
Senator’s guestion might be more prop-
erly directed tn Srnn~ta= T-coms -

In the meantime, Mr. President, I sug-
gest the avsei... -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment be laid aside temporarily
and that it be the pending business fol-
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lowing an amendment to be called up by
the Senator irom NEDrasas (ial. cun-n=
SKY).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, may I inquire of the
distinguished Senator from Nebraska and
the distinguished Senator from North
Carolina how much time they anticipate
this may take? I advise the Senator
from North Carolina that I am a cospon-
sor of the amendment that Senator
ZorINSKY is advocating. Do the Senators
anticipate any difficulty with this?

Mr. HELMS. As to time, Mr. President,
I would say 5 to 10 minutes at the outside.

Mr. ZORINSKY. Not to exceed 5 min-
utes, Mr. President.

Mr. JEPSEN. I have no objection, Mr.
President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ZORINSKY. I thank the distin-
guished Senator.

UP AMENDMENT NO. 357

(Purpose: To reaffirm United States policy

in fostering family farms and require that

the annual report of the Secretary of Ag-

riculture include an assessment of how tax,

credit, and other laws affect the growth of
non-family farm operations)

Mr. ZORINSKY. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nebraska (Mr. ZoRIN=-
sxY), for himself, Mr. Jepsen, Mr. HuUD-
DLESTON, Mr. BoscHwITZ, Mr. ExoN, Mr.
CocHRAN, Mr. HEFLIN, and Mr. HELMS proposes
an unprinted amendment numbered 357.

Mr. ZORINSKY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 235, between lines 17 and 18, in- s

sert a new section 1112 as follows:

“REAFFIRMATION OF UNITED STATES POLICY ON
FAMILY FARMS

“Sgc. 1112. Sectlon 102 of the Food and
Agriculture Act of 1977 is amended to read
as follows:

“‘FAMILY FARMS

“‘Sec. 102. (a) Congress hereby specifically
reaffirms the historical policy of the United
States to foster and encourage the family
farm system of agriculture in this country.
Congress firmly belleves that the mainte-
nance of the family farm system of agricul-
ture is essential to the soclal well-being of
the Nation and the competitive production
of adequate supplies of food and fiber. Con-
gress further belleves that any significant
expansion of nonfamily owned large-scale
corporate farming enterprises will be detri-
mental to the national welfare. It is neither
the policy nor the intent of Congress that
agricultural and agriculture-related pro-
grams be administered exclusively for family
farm operations, but it is the policy and the
express intent of Congress that no such pro-
gram be administered in a manner that will
place the family farm operation at an unfair
economic disadvantage.

“*(b) In order that Congress may be bet-
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ter informed regarding the status of the
family farm system of agriculture in the
United States, the Secretary of Agriculture
shall submit to Congress, not later than
July 1 of each year, a written report con-
talning current information on trends in
family farm operations and comprehensive
national and State-by-State data on non-
family farm operations in the U'nited States.
The Secretary shall also include In each such
report (1) information on how exlsting agri-
cultural and agriculture-related programs
are being administered to enhance and
strengthen the family farm system of agri-
culti're in the United States, (2) an assess-
ment of how tax, credit, and other Federal
laws may encourage the growth of nonfamily
farm operations and investment in agricul-
ture by nonfamily farm interests, both for-
elgn and domestic, and (3) such other in-
formation as the Secretary deems appropriate
or determines would ald Congress in pro-
tecting, preserving, and strengthening the
family farm system of agriculture in the
United States.' ",

Mr. ZORINSKY. Mr. President, in a
time of decreasing farm prices and high
interest rates, it is imperative to remem-
ber the importance of the backbone of
American agriculture. Any farm bill
must reaffirm the historical policy of the
United States to foster and encourage
the family farm system of agriculture in
this country. I firmly believe that the
maintenance of the family farm system
of agriculture is essential to the social
well-being of the Nation and the com-
petitive production of adequate supplies
of food and fiber.

Mr. President, the family farm has
provided throughout our history as a
nation the fundamental backbone of our
great country. It has provided the struc-
ture for wh'ch our Nation became strong
economically. And it especially pro-
vided—and continues to provide—our
Nation with a resolute population with
values that will continue to keep our
Nation strong.

However, Mr. President, the past dec-
ade has seen a dramatic decline in the
number of family farms in this country.

Any significant expansion of non-
family-owned large-scale corporate
farming enterprises will be detrimental
to the national welfare, and it should be
neither the policy nor the intent of Con-
gress that agricultural and agriculture-
related programs be administered exclu-
sively for nonfamily farm operations.
Such programs must not be adminis-
tered in a manner that will place the
family farm operation at an unfair eco-
nomic disadvantage.

Most importantly, this amendment
would mandate an assessment of how
tax. credit. and other Federal laws may
encourage the growth of nonfamily farm
operations and investment in agricul-
ture by nonfamily farm interests, both
foreign and domestic.

Mr. President, in order that Congress
may be better informed regarding the
status of the family farm system of agri-
culture in the United States, the Secre-
tary of Agriculture shall submit to Con-
gress, not later than July 1 of each year,
a written report containing current in-
formation on trends in family farm op-
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erations and comprehensive national and
State-by-State data on nonfamily farm
operations in the United States. The
Secretary shall also include in each such
report:

First, information on how existing
agricultural and agriculture-related pro-
grams are being administered to enhance
and strengthen the family farm system of
agriculture in the United States; second,
an assessment of how tax, credit, and
other Federal laws may encourage the
growth of nonfamily farm operations
and investment in agriculture by non-
family farm interests, both foreign and
domestic; and third, such other infor-
mation as the Secretary deems appro-
priate or determines would aid Congress
in protecting, preserving, and strength-
ening the family farm system of agri-
culture in the United States.

Mr. President, we need to have an an-
nual assessment of how the laws that we
pass in this body affect the very back-
bone of America's agriculture. We need
to evaluate the effect these laws have on
the family farm and its way of life that
has sustained this Nation for over 200
years. We cannot afford to let the family
farm become a relic of our past—in-
stead, we need to insure that it has a
long and healthy life as the sustainer
of our crucial agricultural economy.

Mr. President, I understand that this
amendment has been cleared with the
Senator from North Carolina and that
side of the aisle in addition to my own
side of the aisle. I ask for its acceptance.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield.

Mr. ZORINSKY. Yes, I yield.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I certainly
am willing to readily accept the amend-
ment on this side.

I ask the Senator to include me as a
COSpONSOr.

Mr. ZORINSKY. It is an honor to in-
clude the Senator from North Carolina
as a cosponsor. I ask unanimous consent
that that be done.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I hope the
Senators will read the text of this
amendment as well as agree fo it.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr, President, on
this side of the aisle we have examined
the amendment. We are very pleased to
support it and I am pleased to be a
cosponsor. I thank the Senator from
Nebraska for offering it to this piece of
legislation. I recommend its adoption.

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I am a co-
sponsor. I ask unanimous consent that
the distinguished Senator from Missis-
sippi (Mr. CocHRAN) be added as a co-
sponsor.

Mr. ZORINSKY. The Senator has
been added as a cosponsor.

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I congrat-
ulate the Senator from Nebraska for
bringing this very important principle
into focus. It is truly the family farm
and small businesses that have been the
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keystone to the economic stability and
vitality of this great country of ours
throughout hundreds of years. To em-
phasize and focus in on this again to
remind us not only of our heritage but,
frankly, “where it is all at” in our econ-
omy is refreshing in these times. I sup-
port the amendment 100 percent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KasTeN) . The question is on agreeing to
the amendment of the Senator from
Nebraska.

The amendment (UP No. 357) was
agreed to.

Mr. HELMS. I move to reconsider the
vote, Mr. President.

Mr. ZORINSKY. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

UP AMENDMENT NO. 356

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, what is
now the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator
from Wisconsin.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I am
very much opposed to the pending
amendment. It would be an absolute dis-
aster for the Nation’s dairy farms. As is
well known, Wisconsin is an important
dairy farming State. Our dairy farmers
would suffer an enormous drop in their
net income if this amendment should be
adopted. Let me take just a minute to
review the background of this situation.

As we recall, temporary legislation—
that is, the 1977 4-year farm bill—raised
minimum dairy price supports to 80 per-
cent of parity until October 1981. We had
midyear adjustments—that is, adjust-
ments every 6 months—to reflect chang-
ing costs of production. Under this tem-
porary legislation, the support price for
manufacturing milk, which was 80 per-
cent of parity on October 1, 1980, was to
have been raised on April 1, 1981, to
reflect production cost increases since
October 1, 1980.

That increase was scrapped by legisla-
tion which the administration pushed,
signed into law by President Reagan in
his hospital bed on March 31, 1981, the
day after he was shot. So the $13.10 sup-
port price will be in effect for an entire
year, during which time farm production
costs will likely increase by at least 9
percent, based on projecting the increase
in the Department of Agriculture’s
“prices paid index by farmers” from
September 15, 1980, to May 15, 1981, over
a 12-month period. Dairy farmers will,
therefore, need to “absorb” at least a
$1.02 per hundredweight cost increase
over average U.S. costs in 1980, with no
increase in price supports, and, there-
fore, little increase in farm milk prices,

That is the situation we have right
now. In other words, the dairy farmer
already is going to take a terrific reduec-
tion in his net income, a $1 a hundred-
weight. ent. This amendment offered by
the distinguished Senator from Ioiwa
would go farther than that.
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This amendment, as I understand it,
would result in a 70-percent parity dairy
price support effective October 1, 1981,
with no midterm adjustment. The
$13.10 per hundredweight support price
would carry over for another year until
October 1, 1982, because 70 percent of
parity on October 1, 1981, in all likeli-
hood, will be no more than $13.10, and
very possibly could be less. Very possi-
bly, it could be less. So farmers then
would need to absorb 2 years of increased
costs of about 18 percent, or $2.04 per
hundredweight, with no increase in price
supports, and consequently only minor
or no increases in farm milk prices.

What they are doing is putting the
dairy farmer in a position in which he
has to take all the burden of inflation
out of his net income. With the dairy
farmer, as with any other businessman,
his gross certainly is not his net. His
costs of operation are far greater than
the net he realizes. So when he has to
take an enormous increase—and & 9-
or l0-percent increase is great—in his
cost of production, and that comes out of
his net income, it virtually eliminates
the net income of many dairy farmers.

So dropping the support level to 70
percent of parity would be a serious
economic blow to the farmers and would
result in farm milk support prices $1.90
per hundredweight below what they
would be at 100 percent of parity.

Farm milk prices will likely closely
parallel support prices in the near future
because of heavy milk production and
large CCC purchases. A $1.79 per cwt.
reduction in farm milk prices would
slash the annual income for an average
Wisconsin dairy farmer $9,021—based
on 1980 average milk production per
Wisconsin farmer of 504,000 pounds.

A couple of weeks ago, I spent a full
day working on a farm in Manitowoc
County, Wis, That farmer milked 90
cows. He had a herd of 100. He started
4 o'clock in the morning. T had to get
up at 20 minutes past 2 at the motel
where I was staying. He worked 3%
hours milking cows in the morning.
Then the farmer went to work on his
crop and worked on his equipment, fill-
ing his silo, and doing all the other
things he had to do.

Then, at 4 o'clock in the afternoon,
he had to start over and work 3 15 hours
milking his herd.

He does this every day, 7 days a week,
_52 weeks a year, throughout the time he
is a farmer. If he fails to milk his cows
just once or twice or three times, they
3” up. So he has to do this work every

ay.

It is enormously tough, demanding
work. Anybody who does not think this
is skilled work should visit a dairy farm
and work there. It takes tremendous
knowledge of equipment, of the health
of animals, of the soil, and many other
complex elements.

The dairy farmer, according to the
University of Wisconsin figures, in 1980,
with 80-percent price supports, had an
hourly income of $2.89—15 percent less
than the minimum wage, for skilled
work, where he makes an investment
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and takes a risk. Of course, one reason
is that the farmer and his wife and
children work endless hours on the
farm.

The University of Wisconsin found
that the average dairy farmer in June
1980 and his wife and children worked
135 to 150 hours a week. This is hard,
skilled work, and all the members of the
family have to do it. It is not only mus-
cuiar work—it requires effort in lifting,
and so forth, but it is work that requires
great skill.

Incidertally, I was working with a
highly skilled farmer in Manitowoc
County a couple of weeks ago; and in
spite of the fact that he knew his equip-
ment very well, one of his pieces of equip-
ment went out because it was overused
in filling the silo. That piece of equip-
ment was down and had to be worked
on. It took a tremendous amount of
knowledge of farm equipment on his part
to put it into shape quickly, and he did
s0.

So this slash in this dairy farmer’s in-
come would cut him down to less than
$2 an hour, probably about $1.50 an hour,
if he made anything.

The tragedy here is that there will be
literally hundreds of thousands of farm-
ers who will be making nothing, and
many of those farms, unfortunately, are
going to be driven out of business.

For U.8 dairv farmers, the reduction
would be $2.3 billion annually in farm
cash receipts, based on 1980 production,
if the pending amendment goes into
effect.

If we move it to 75 percent of parity,
the losses would be very severe but would
be about half of what they would be with
the Jepsen amendment.

I realize, Mr. Fresident, as I believe all
Senators do, that we have a fiscal crisis
in this country. We have to cut spending.
But we should recognize that the dairy
farmers, not only in Wisconsin but all
over the country as well, have a very low
income. They opsrate with great effi-
ciency and have operated under a pro-
gram which has been in existence since
1949,

This program, as I will point out, has
not been costly to the taxpayer, has not
been costly to the consumer, and has
been of only moderate benefit to the
farmer, but it is far better than gutting
the program, as this amendment would
do.

Prices paid by farmers for production
items have been increased faster than
farm milk prices. For example, May 1981
production costs were 10.3 percent higher
than a year earlier, compared to a in-
crease of only 7.1 percent in farm milk
prices.

In other words, what I am saying is
that the production costs the farmer has
to pay are going up much faster than
the prices he receives for the milk he
produces. That has been true throughout
this year.

In the second place, consumer prices
for dairy products have increased less
than the cost of living. March 1980-
March 1981 consumer prices for dairy
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products were up 10.1 percent compared
to an increase of 10.6 percent in the cost
of living.

Furthermore, milk prices have been
declining rather than increasing rela-
tive to wage levels. The minutes of work
required to purchase various dairy prod-
ucts dropped 44 percent for milk, 49 per-
cent for butter, and 59 pertent for ice
cream in the past three decades.

I say “three decades” because that is
the period in which this program has
been in effect. This program began in
1949, and during that period, the number
of dairy farmers has been cut by about
two-thirds, so that we are losing our
dairy farmers. We are still maintaining
our farm production. We can have that
tremendous cut and maintain the pro-
duction because dairy farmers are enor-
mously efficient. I do not believe anyone
can cite an aspect of American life in
which there has been a cut of two-thirds
in the work force and production has
been maintained.

The real difference between this coun-
try and the Soviet Union is not in the
factories or in the offices. It is on the
farms. The Soviet Union has more than
30 percent of their people on their farms
producing agricultural products. We
have about 3 percent of our people on our
farms, and we produce 20 percent more
food than they do.

The difference is our family farms,
and our family farms cannot continue
operating as family farms unless they
have something like a reasonable income.

This program we have had in effect
since 1949, which has never gone below
75 percent of parity—this would put it
below 75 percent of parity for the first
time in 30 years—has been a great suc-
cess for consumers and a great success
for taxpayers. I say that because in 26
of the 30 years, the price support has
been below the market price,

In some of those years, the cost has
been relatively high, because it is an
acquisition cost, in which the Federal
Government is acquiring an asset. They
are acquiring cheese and dried milk
which they later dispose of. Over the
years, the cost of this program has been
very limited. The pay-back or sell-back
of the inventory which the Commodity
Credit Corporation acquires has been
very substantial and will be in this case.

We are still in an inflationary period,
and inflation is likely to continue; and
the cheese and dried milk that have been
acquired will be sold at a later time,
almost certainly, for more than they cost.
Indeed, we have had bigger surpluses
than this under this program, without
this kind of savage cut in the income of
dairy farmers.

I point out, further, that the cost of
1.5 billion pounds of net imports was
indirectly charged to the price support
program in the 1980 marketing year,
since they resulted in increased price
support purchases of approximately that
magnitude,

That is, we buy cheese from abroad,
and of course that is an indirect burden
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on our dairy program; because if we did
not buy that cheese and bought the
cheese in this country, the result would
be that we would have a lower surplus,
and the situation reguiring a reduction
in dairy price supports would not exist.

In 1980 casein imports displaced 333
million pounds of aomestic nonfat dry
milk costing the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration about $300 million. Again, that
$300 million would not have been spent
and would not have been attributed to
the dairy program if we had not im-
ported this casein, some of which comes
from countries of the Free World but
much of which comes from the Soviet
Union.

It is utterly ridiculous for us to import
a product which we have in surplus in
this country and which competes and
makes it necessary for us, of course, to
charge more to the dairy farm program.

As a matter of fact, the $300 million
constituted 53 percent of the 1980 Com-
modity Credit Corporation purchases,
more than half for the purchases attri-
buted to the fact that we have this very
big import of casein.

Mr. President, I have great respect for
my good friend from Iowa. I do hope that
the Senate will recognize that this kind
of an amendment is an unwise amend-
ment. It is a cruel amendment as far as
the dairy farmer is concerned. It is an
unnecessary amendment as far as the
taxpayers are concerned. Not only will
this result in a devastating loss of bil-
lions of dollars, as I pointed out, for
dairy farmers throughout the country,
but it will result in a loss to people in
small towns throughout the country who
depend on dairy farmers. It will be a loss
for farm implement producers who pro-
duce implements they sell to farmers.

I think that when we look at the sec~
ondary effect, the University of Wiscon-
sin figures that whatever loss the dairy
farmers suffer, and the estimates are $2.3
billion annually in farm cash receipts, we
multiply by 5 to calculate the effect on
the economy. I think that is excessive. I
think we should multiply it by about 3.
So I am being more conservative than
the economists of the University of Wis-
consin have been in figuring the effect on
the economy as a whole, but this would
constitute, on my more conservative cal-
culations, a loss of almost $7 billion for
the economy as a whole,

If we calculate the loss in tax revenues
because of the jobs lost, the loss in tax
revenues because of the lower profits of
the firms that are involved in selling to
farmers and selling to those people who
in turn sell to farmers, there is no ques-
tion that the deficit will be deepened by
this amendment, not lessened by the
amendment.

So I think from a standpoint of fiscal
responsibility we should take a very care-
ful look at the secondary economic an-
alysis here and if we do that we will find
that the case is a very weak one for
putting this really savage cut into effect
against the dairy farmers.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

20547

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am happy to yield.

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr, President, first of
all, for the record, I am pleased that the
Senator from Wisconsin has 1 days ex-
perience on a dairy farm. I have 17 years.
Wwhat he exper.enced that 1 day I assure
him is correct. They are long, tedious
hours and they are 7 days a week. It is a
family affair, it is a steady paycheck, and
1t 1s a lot of hard work. It is all of those
things. I understand that totaily and
completely. In fact, my family is still
doing it.

Having said that and knowing that the
Senator from Wisconsin has a desire to
be fiscally responsible and his activities
and the things that he has stood for
here always indicated that, first of all
in his statement he indicates this is
going to cost some $7 billion. There were
other figures that I tried to catch and
was not able to as he moved through
them, essentially saying there would be
a big loss. How will this amendment in
reality at this point in time reduce 1
cent in the next 12 months, we will start
there, with the dairy industry in this
country?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Of course, as the
Senator well knows, the effect on the
dairy farmer is that instead of getting an
increase in the price that he receives for
his milk he will get the same price over
the next year; meanwhile his costs will
increase. Therefore, as the Senator
knows as a businessman himself, his net
will be cut and cut very sharply. His net,
I calculate, will be cut by $9,000 per
farmer on the average in our State, and
we calculate that for the country as a
whole—these are figures the University
of Wisconsin supplied me with—the loss
would be $2.3 billion in farm cash
receipts based on 1980 production. That
is $2.3 billion.

The reason I project that $7 billion loss
for the economy as a whole is because
what the farmer does not have in net in-
come he cannot spend. The farmer can-
not buy the implements that he needs to
buy. He cannot buy the many other
things that he needs in order to maintain
his farm. So he buys less. That means
that the people, who sell these things in
the small towns, to the farmer and rely
on the farmer as the principal customer,
will not be able to make the sales, and
they will suffer an economic loss. It is the
rolling effect which persuades me that
the effect of this could be as much as $7
billion, although, as I say, the University
of Wisconsin figures are that it will be
well over $10 billion.

Mr. JEPSEN. The basic figure which I
have in this amendment which is a floor,
a bottom, is a money figure of $13.10
which is the floor that is put under the
dairy price support by this amendment,
and then at the Secretary's discretion
somewhere between 70 and 90 percent of
parity can be used as a support percent-
age figure, but in no event less than
$13.10.

Does the Senator perchance know
what $13.10 per hundredweight today
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represents by way of percent of parity as
of this moment?

Mr. PROXMIRE. As of this moment I
am not positive. I think it is around 71 or
72 percent, something of that kind.

Mr. JEPSEN. I am not saying this to
try to embarrass or in any way verbally
manipulate anything that the Senator
has said.

I will point out at this point in time
unfortunately, with the depressed prices,
$13.10 is a pretty good percentage of
parity, higher than the Senator is talk-
ing about on either the present aid floor
or the proposal of the amendments that
are going to be offered here to this
amendment very shortly.

However, I do not want those prices
to remain depressed, and neither does
the Senator from Wisconsin. Our $2.30
corn which we had yesterday instead of
the $3 corn which we had a couple
months ago is a sad testimony as to what
is happening in agricultural economy.

I also will point out that the manage-
ment of this program leaves something
to be desired, in my opinion, throughout
the years. We just got through selling
some 400 million pounds of 3-year-old
butter. When I was asked about my opin-
ion on selling that butter, who we should
sell it to, I think my statement was we
should sell 3-year-old butter to whoever
will buy it and do it very quickly before
they changed their mind.

To have that type of surplus and that
old surplus buildup, as I say, leaves
something to be desired, in my opinion,
as far as the management of that
program.,

The fact that we have in the school
lunch program, as I understand it, cokes
and other types of carbonated beverages
with a lot of sugar in them in equal pro-
motion with milk is frankly not accept-
able. One knocks the teeth out while the
other one builds them. I do not under-
stand the direction in that.

I have a lot of interest in improving
the general administration of the dairy
programs by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture.

But I point out again, as I did earlier,
and the Senator was not in the Cham-
ber, that in 1981 the Commodity Credit
Corporation, under the way the things
are presently going, will remove 12.6 bil-
lion pounds of milk equivalent from the
market at a cost of $1.986 billion. The
net expenditure to the Commodity Credit
Corporation for fiscal year 1981 is esti-
mated to be $1.886 billion.

That is something that we do have to
take into account, and we can do so with-
out penalizing or having dairy farmers
thrown into the red, and that is all T am
doing, which is trying to put some
commonsense into this.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for

the quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HELMS. If the Chair will bear
with me for just one moment.

Mr. President, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Minnesota is awaiting the
arrival of a typed version of the amend-
ment which he proposes to offer. In
anticipation of that, I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr, BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, it has
come to my attention that certain mat-
ters are in preparation for presentation
to the Senate later today and those doc-
uments are not available and cannot be
available until a little later this after-
noon. There are also certain meetings
that are in progress now, briefings on
important matters that should have the
attendance of most Senators.

In view of those requirements, Mr.
President, it seems to me the better part
of discretion is to ask the Senate to stand
in recess for a brief time. I observe the
acting minority leader’'s presence on the
floor. I would ask him if he has any
objection if we recess over until 2 o’clock.

Mr. CRANSTON. Of course not.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the acting minor-
ity leader.

RECESS UNTIL 2 P.M,

Mr. President, in view of that and the
consultations I have now had with the
chairman of the committee, the ranking
minority member, and the sponsor of the
next amendment, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate stand in recess until
the hour of 2 p.m.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 12:46 p.m., recessed until 2 p.m.:
whereupon, the Senate reassembled
when called to order by the Acting Pres-
ident pro tempore (Mr. LUGAR).

Mr, BAKER. Mr. President, may I in-
quire of the Chair, what is the pending
question before the Senate?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The pending business is unprinted
amendment No. 356 to the farm bill.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I understand that the
distinguished Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. BoscHwirz) will be on the floor
shortly and that he is prepared now to
proceed. In the meantime, in order to
provide an opportunity for him to reach
the Chamber, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

]'}'he bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the gquorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
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UP AMENDMENT NO. 358

(Purpose: To restore the text of the dalry
price support provisions contained in the
bill as reported and to make clear that the
support price for milk for the year begin-
ning October 1, 1981, will be not less than
$13.10 per hundredwelght)

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. This amendment is in order be-
cause the amendment is an amendment
to the pending amendment. The Senator
from Minnesota may proceed.

The clerk will state the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from Minnesota (Mr. BoscH-
wirz) proposes an unprinted amendment
numbered 358 In the nature of a substitute
to unprinted amendment numbered 356.

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that further
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Without objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

Strlke out all of the amendment and in-
sert in lieu thereof the following:

Viz:

On page 134, beginning with line 13, strike
out all down through line 12 on page 136
and insert in lieu thereof the following:

SEc. 103. (a) Section 201 (c) of the Agri-
cultural Act of 1949 (7 U.B.C. 1446(c)) is
amended by striking out the second sentence
end Inserting in lleu thereof the following:
“Notwithstanding the foregoing, effective for
each of the fiscal years during the period
beginning October 1, 1881, and ending Sep-
tember 30, 1985, whenever the Secretary es-
timates that the net cost of Government
price support purchases of milk or the prod-
ucts of milk will exceed $5600,000,000 or that
net Government price support purchases of
milk or the products of milk will exceed 3.562
billion pounds (milk equivalent) during any
fiscal year, the price of milk beginning on
October 1 of such fiscal year shall be sup-
ported at such level, as determined by the
Bzcretary, not less than 70 per centum of the
parity price therefor, except that beginning
on October 1, 1981, the price of milk shall
be supponted at not less than $13.10 per
hundredwelight for milk containing 3.67 per
centum milk fat.”.

(b) Sectlon 201 of the Agricultural Act of
1049 (7 U.S.C. 1446) is amended by adding
thereto a new subsection (d) as follows:

“(d) Notwithstanding the provisions of
subsection (c) of this section, effective for
the period beginning on October 1, 1981, and
ending September 30, 1985, the Secretary
shall adjust the support price of milk to not
less than 70 per centum of the parity price
therefor on April 1 of each fiscal year, if on
thas date the support price of milk is below
70 per centum of the parity price therefor.".

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, this
amendment, which is a second degree
amendment to the Jepsen amendment
changes and restores some of the lan-
guage of the underlying bill, S. 884. The
Jepsen amendment would allow the Sec-
retary, in the event that he predicted
that there would be removals by the CCC
in excess of $750 million in a given year,
the authority not to make any annual
adjustment whatsoever and to leave it at
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70 percent of parity—not $13.10, but 70
percent of parity. So, at the October 1
date, it would allow the Secretary to
reduce the present parity level because,
as the Senator points out, it may be that
with the decline of food prices, parity
has slipped not to 72 but, perbaps, to 73
or 74 percent.

This amendment would restore, as I
say, the language of section 8 of S. 844.
The language of that bill is that parity
shall be at a T75- to 90-percent range
and that, in the event the Secretary
predicts there will be removals by the
CCC in excess of $500 million—it has
not normally been the case in the last
10 years—then, the BSecretary could
make an adjustment to 70 percent of
parity. But, in that event, the parity
would have to be adjusted to a semi-
annual basis.

The distinguished Senator from Wis-
consin pointed out that in all the history
of the parity program for milk, in all
of its history since 1949, parity has never
been bhelow 75 percent. As a matter of
fact, in the last 15 years, other than for
a 4-month period, parity has not been
at 75 percent.

Of course, with the shifting winds of
parity, the adjustments are made for the
purpose of bringing supply and demand
within the dairy industry into some kind
of balance. If you look back over the
years, if you look at where the balance
was, indeed, you will find that milk pro-
duction and milk consumption have
been in pretty fair balance.

Now there is certainly a surplus, a sur-
plus of very large portions, a surplus that
must be dealt with. In order to deal with
that, we suzgest that we go to a level that
has never been achieved before—70 per-
cent. We suggest that we go to a level
that has never been necessary for the
purpose of bringing a balance between
supply and demand.

We also suggest that ultimate discre-
tion, if it be given, will give great advan-
tage to the larger dairy operators in this
country.

My State is made up basically of a
series of small dairy operators. My State
does not have operators who have 600,
800, 2,000, or more cows, such as the dairy
operations in Florida, Texas, the South-
west, California. Those are people who,
either through the advantages of the
milk marketing order or perhaps the
economies of scale or a better position
with their banks, are able to survive in
even the most adverse economic times.

However, as my friend and colleague
from Wisconsin pointed out, there are
today two-thirds fewer dairy farmers
than there were not many years ago: and
if we are to preserve the continuity of
the family farm, we have to give some
type of support.

Why support the farmer at all, one
may ask? If you look at the millions and
millions of people engaged in the busi-
ness of farming, you also see millions and
millions of people who have very little
impact on the market they serve. They
cannot raise their prices. They cannot
somehow make their overhead. The his-
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tory of production shows that their only
defense has been to become more effi-
cient, and more efficient they have be-
come, because certainly their costs have
risen faster than their gross income, As a
result, their redemption has been to be-
come efficient, and efficient they are.
We are faced with surpluses, not only in
dairy but also in most of the other major
commodities, that dictate that next year
probably will have a rather intensive set-
aside program, in which land is specifi-
cally set aside and will not be planted, so
that we will not have too large a crop.

Mr. President, I am joined in this
amendment by the distinguished rank-
ing minority member of the Agriculture
Committee, Senator HuppLESTON, by
Senator KasTen, and by Senator
PRESSLER.

So it is with the idea in mind that we
have never reached a parity level so low,
that we have never acceded to the idea
that parity should be below 75 percent,
that we have never acceded to the idea
that the dairy farm, the family farm,
could succeed and survive under these
circumstances, that we say just that—
that there are surpluses. There are sur-
pluses, not particularly larger than at
other times.

I note that back in the early 1960’s
there were removals one year of 11.2 bil-
lion pounds, which is not terribly much
different from this year, when removals
will be 13.5 billion pounds, probably.

Therefore, while parity was at 83 per-
cent in 1961-62 when those surpluses de-
veloped, it went down to 75 percent and
remained there for 4 years, the only real
time it was at 75 percent, and the sur-
pluses were able to be handled.

In a speech this morning, the Senator
from Wisconsin said many of the things
I have in mind: The difference in rising
costs when compared to the ability to
make up those costs and rrices received
for products, the devastating fact that
we are losing the family farm. He spoke
about the fact that if there is a differ-
ence between us and other countries of
the world, be it Russia, which he spoke
about, or others, it is the family farm;
because we are by far the most success-
ful agricultural producer in the world.

If one looks back at 1980, when we had
an enormous trade imbalance, then looks
at the agricultural situation, then looks
at the trade surplus developed there, one
has to wonder what would happen if we
did not have the efficiency of the family
farm.

Last year, we exported between $40.5
billion and $41 billion worth of farm
products. We had a trade surplus in farm
products alone of $23 billion.

What would have been the condition
of our economy, what would have been
the condition of our dollar, in the event
we did not have that surplus? It was ac-
complished through the efficiency of the
family farm.

So it is necessary that we do what we
can to support the family farm. It is
necessary because the family farm, other
than becoming more efficient, can do
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little to impact the marketplace. There
are millions of producers without any
real defense at the marketplace; mil-
lions of producers whose only defense
has been to become more efficient, with
the result that as they gained efficiency,
the downward pressures on the market
price have become more intense.

The dairy program this year will cost,
net, approximately $1.7 billion. That is
too much in these times. It most cer-
tainly is too much; and it is a figure,
when budgets have to be trimmed and
when budgets have to be considered, that
cannot be tolerated.

It is a figure that also should be rea-
sonably adjusted.

When my friend from Iowa speaks
about adjusting parity only if the pro-
gram is going to cost $750 million or
more in a given year, I have to remind
him and remind my other colleagues
that the cost of the program now is not
reduced by the amount that is given by
way of donation to the Veterans’ Admin-
istration, the Department of Defense,
and the school lunch program, and those
are not insubstantial figures. We have
this very creative accounting that goes
on, that this is considered apparently a
gift from the dairy farmers of the
United States which they are supposed
to make to the veterans’ organizations
and somehow become the taxpayer
twice. The dairy farmer not only is a
taxpayer but then when he seeks to have
some relief at the hands of the Govern-
ment they say the program that we have
in support of you is too high, even
though that program has donated vari-
ous dairy products to other agencies of
Government.

Perhaps we should charge those other
agencies of Government. Perhaps the
distinguished Senator from Iowa would
consider amending his amendment so
that those charges would not be charges
against the dairy program and would not
be charges that are considered in coming
up to the $750-million maximum that he
suggests.

Without question, the dairy program
has been efficient. Without question it
has resulted in a very steady source of
dairy supplies for our Nation and dairy
supplies and milk at costs that are lower
than inflation itself.

Mr. President, there is much more to
say about the dairy program and dairy
farmer; the fact that his numbers are
depleting at such a rapid pace, the fact
that he accounts for approximately a
third of the farmers in Minnesota. Many
dairy farmers, of course, are also raising
other kinds of crops. But through him
we find the bounty and the strength of
rural America and as we look in rural
America we see a depressed scene today.

I read into the record yesterday the
beginning of an article that pointed out
that the agricultural sector of our coun-
try is in a depression. The profits in the
agricultural parts are, I believe the word
was cataclysmally low. They were not at
a point where they would be considered
just depressing but even beyond that
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point. And the impact on rural America
is very intense.

One of the most disappointing aspects,
I must say, of not only our present ad-
ministration but the administrations
that have gone before it is, in my opin-
ion, the lack of appreciation for the
agricultural sector of our country.

Approximately, Mr. President, 10 per-
cent of the people of my State live on the
farm, That is a rather large percentage
indeed. But they are not the normal
consumer, They are not the normal fam-
ily. They are families and small busi-
nesses that indeed bring a large number
of dollars that circulate into our society.
It adds to just an enormous amount of
economic might that we have in this
Nation.

Mr. President, when our farms are
prosperous those all around them pros-
per. In my case, in the Northwest, and
I know that in the case of the distin-
guished Senator from Iowa, where the
agricultural sectors prosper the entire
State prospers. When the agricultural
sector prospers tho entire Midwest pros-
pers.

It is a great shortfall, a great short-
coming in my judgment that this admin-
istration joins other administrations in
not seeing the underlying economic
soundness required in agriculture, that
when that underlying soundness exists
indeed not only our States but our entire
Nation prospers.

As I pointed out the imbalance of trade
that we would have experienced in 1980
without agriculture would have been dev-
astating. In 1981 the imbalance of trade
that would have been experienced with-
out agriculture would be even larger, and
yet this administration does not appre-
ciate, nor did the administration before
it, what it means to have a viable, strong
agriculture economy and what it means
in bringing about the economic success
of our entire Nation.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. I yield to the Sena-
tor from South Dakota.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to be added as a co-
sponsor of this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr, PRESSLER. Mr. President. I com-
mend the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. President, I am joining in sponsor-
ing an amendment to restore the original
dairy program to S. 884, the 1981 farm
bill. This provision would establish a
dairy program of 75 to 90 percent of par-
ity unless U.S. Government expenditures
on the dairy program exceed $500 mil-
lion or 3.5 billion pounds of dairy prod-
ucts. Should this occur, the parity
level will be permitted to be reduced
to 70 percent of parity. This level of
price supports is necessary if dairy farm-
ers are to survive.

During these times of high interest
rates and inflation, it is hard enough for
dairy farmers to stay in business without
having to try to survive more reductions
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in their income. The dairy farmer has a
very large investment and many years of
work in his dairy farm and it would be
very hard to restore milk products if it
were reduced. It is important that we
keep a dairy program that will assure the
American consumer an adequate supply
of milk and to do this, we must assure
dairy farmers a fair price.

Farmers know as well as anyone that
budget cuts must be made, but these cuts
must be fair. The dairy farmers have
already taken a cut with the passage of
8. 509 in March when the semiannual
dairy price support adjustments were
suspended. The provisions I am cospon-
soring today would reduce the parity
level to the range of 75 to 90 percent,
without this amendment, the dairy par-
ity level may well drop to 70 percent. I
do not know of any other sector of the
economy that has been asked to accept
larger budget cuts than the dairy farm-
er. I do not feel we can ask them now
to take yet another cut.

For these reasons, I am cosponsoring
this amendment to keep the dairy price
support program at 75 percent, which is
needed by the American dairy farmer.
I urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
port of this amendment and the dairy
farmer.

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Thank you, Mr.
President.

I thank the Senator from South
Dakota.

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Minnesota yield for a
question?

3 Mr. BOSCHWITZ. I yield for a ques-
on.

Mr. JEPSEN. And for an answer?

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. For an answer or
whatever.

Mr. JEPSEN. I have been listening
very intently to the distinguished Sena-
tor from Minnesota and again we repre-
sent much the same constituency. At the
actual bottom line, we are both suppor-
tive and agree on practically everything
in the agricultural community and in
most other areas as much as any two col-
leagues could possibly.

So very respectfully I ask the distin-
guished Senator from Minnesota to com-
ment on my observations about his
amendment.

First of all, is it correct that his
amendment provides 75 to 90 percent of
parity with semiannual adjustments un-
less the Commodity Credit Corporation
is projected to spend over $500 million or
buy more than 3.52 billion pounds of milk
equivalent?

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. That is correct.

The other part of the amendment is
that the $13.10 base be kept at this first
adjustment time, which would be the 1st
of October.

Mr. JEPSEN. All right. In my amend-
ment we have not only for the 1st of Oc-
tober, but forever, a bottom floor support
of $13.10; is that correct?

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Is the Senator ask-
ing me about his own amendment?

Mr. JEPSEN. I wish to make sure. It
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is my way of finding out the Senator’s
understanding.

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. That is my under-
standing.

Mr. JEPSEN. Then based on the
Senator’s amendment as it is
constructed——

Mr., BOSCHWITZ. M:. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JEPSEN. I yield.

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. My amendment
also guarantees $13.10 will be the floor.

Mr. JEPSEN. As mine does.

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Yes.

Mr. JEFSEN. Th2 Senator’'s does for-
ever or just for 1 year?

Ms. BOSCHWITZ. We specify $13.10
base, but we would also specify that in
the event that 70 percent of parity was
morge than that in October 1982 or in
April 1982 there would be an upward
adjustment beyond that point.

Mr. JEFEEN. On the basis of the Sen-
ator's amendment, as things now stand
and his figures were even, I was inter-
ested to hear, grzater than the ones that
I have presented in that for 1981 fiscal
year the Commodity Cred.t Corporation
is on the road to removing 12.6 billion
pounds—I believe the Senator said 13.2
or 0.3 billion pounds of milk equivalent.
So, therefore, going back to the Senator’s
amendment which says that the amend-
ment stays in place on the 75-90 percent
of parity unless the projections by the
CCC is to buy more than 3.52 billion
pounds of milk equivalent, since it is
going about four times that basis right
now, then under the Senator’s amend-
ment we would go back to 70 percent
of parity; is that correct?

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. That is correct.

Mr. JEPSEN. Which is in fact by over-
whelming figures where we are right now
and in the conceivable future.

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. That is correct. I
agree with the Senator.

Mr. JEPSEN. Then, in addition, the
Senator from Minnesota has the addi-
tional dimension of a $500 million pro-
jected expenditure or net expense;
whereas my amendment has $750 mil-
lion. Can the Senator from Minnesota
tell me why that $259 million less is bet-
ter than my $750 million?

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. My amendment, of
course, has a semiannual adjustment. My
amendment establishes a floor at $13.10
as does the amendment of the Senator
from Iowa. Indeed, incorporating back
the language of S. 884 we do use the
figure of $500 million, but at best the
Senator's amendment is worse than
mine. At worst our amendment will say
70 percent with a semiannual adjust-
ment. At the best the amendment of the
Senator from Iowa savs 70 percent in the
event that the removals will be $750 mil-
lion or less.

Mr. JEPSEN. Seventy percent, but in
no event less than $13.10 per hundred-
weight.

Mr. BOSCHWITZ, That is correct.

Mr. JEPSEN. Then really what we are
coming down to is a comparison of apples
and apples and oranges and oranges.
Here is the sense of the Senator’s amend-
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ment and it provides for a semiannual
adjustment and my amendment does
not. Is that correct?

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Pardon me. I
missed the Senator's remarks.

Mr. JEPSEN. Essentially the amend-
ment of the Senator from Minnesota
provides for semiannual adjustment with
a few odds and ends.

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. That is correct.

Mr. JEPSEN. That is the big differ-
ence.

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. That is a big differ-
ence, that is right.

Mr. JEPSEN. OK.

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Not only that, but
in the event removals are less than $500
million, which is very often the case,
which was the case in 1977, 1978, 1979,
1976, 1975, 1974, all years in the 1970's
actually with the exception of one the
program cost less than $500 million. In
the event it cost less than or projected to
cost less than $500 million, then the ad-
justment would be the 75 percent.

Mr. JEPSEN. Here is where we differ
somewhat on the basis of projections, in
that fiscal year 1982 there is a projected
CCC expenditure for these outyears pro-
jected to be $105 million, 1982; $501 mil~
lion, 1983; $712 million, 1984,

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. If the distinguished
Senator will yield, as my colleague well
knows those are the latest figures that we
got from the Department on Friday and
then the following Wednesday. Then we
got figures from CBO on Friday again,
the succeeding Friday when we got the
figures from the Department of Agricul-
ture, and then on Monday we got more
figures from the Department of Agri-
culture.

I do not challenge the Senator’s fig-
ures. but I must tell him that he can see
what he wants in them.

Mr. JEPSEN. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, I suggest that the pri-
mary difference in his amendment and
my amendment, the amendment as the
distinguished Senator from Minnesota
would modify the amendment is pri-
marily a semiannual adjustment. The
semiannual adjustment and a semian-
nual anything in this administration in
this time of economic change, I might
say change for the better in this country,
is something that this administration
has tried to at all turns of the road both
eliminate and avoid. It is a change in
direction but that is indeed what this
country is going through now. It is a
change in direction and what the people
of this country voted for last fall and for
2 years before that to a degree, and I
predict even more so in a year from now.

We have had and been at the brink of
economic disaster. Part of the reason is
that we have had automatic increases
for just about everything that exists in
our society whether there is any rational
reason for it or not, and it has fueled
the fires of inflation to a point that we
are at a point now with the high interest
rates and inflation that we have some
serious economic problems and had we
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not started to change this direction we
would have had even more serious eco-
nomic problems.

So, the fact that we have a primary
difference of the semiannual adjustment
I say this to the Senator: The adminis-
tration is opposed to anything by way of
semiannual adjustments. The Depart-
ment of Agriculture has so advised me
that they would not accept semiannual
adjustments. I have in turn told them
that if there is one single place in our
economy or in any of the Government
programs where a semiannual adjust-
ment fits it is in this particular program,
that we are dealing with a very unique
perishable product in milk, and fresh
milk :is very desirable, and to keep the
price level stable a semiannual adjust-
ment has done this for this particular
industry, and it is a unique sort of prod-
uct that we are dealing with.

I have further advised the Secretary
of Agriculture and the Assistant Secre-
tary of Agriculture, Mr. Lyng, who is out
here in the room with some other as-
sistants, that I will be the first to pro-
pose this 1 to 2 years from now, and that
is essentially when this semiannual ad-
justment would come into play. Most im-
portantly, we are all right for the next
12 months or so, as I understand it.

I will be one of the first ones to take
the lead if there are some serious prob-
lems that occur from this happening by
way of upsetting or triggering something
we do not expect, and reinstating, if
need be, the semiannual adjustment. I
have been assured by the Department
of Agriculture that if indeed that type
of situation does exist they will not only
scriously consider but they will join
with me in trying to remedy the
program.

Mr. DOLE. Will the Senator from
Minnesota yield to the Senator from
Kansas?

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. I yield to the Sen-
ator to ask a question of the Senator
from Iowa.

Mr. DOLE. I apologize for not being
here for the debate. I was making a
speech in Bethesda on nutrition, and
missed this outstanding debate.

I know the Senator from Minnesota
has done an outstanding job, but he does
not have the right product at the
moment.

As I understand it, the amendment
would move us back into the same cost
place, and it does not narrow the gap
so far as the cost of the dairy program
is concerned.

We all have dairy producers. We are
not all blessed with the great dairy pro-
duction they have in the State of Min-
nesota, but, as I understand it, and
unless there has been a change in the
last couple of hours, the problem you
have is money. It is not that we all do
not like dairy producers and dairy prod-
ucts. We all like cheese, milk, and ice
cream. The State of the Senator from
Minnesota and other States produce a
lot of dairy products. The question is
we do not have any money.
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I would like to ask the Senator from
Iowa whether this is what it is all about,
unless I missed something during my
absence, and as I understand it the
Boschwitz amendment restores the costs
of S. 884 and that is something that, as
I understand it, unless there has been
a change of heart by the administration,
that we just cannot live with. I do not
know whether anybody has the exact
figure, but it is close to $1 billion. We
might as well take the whole bill down.

Mr. JEPSEN. In the current fiscal year
the Commodity Credit Corporation will
remove 12.6 billion pounds of milk equiv-
alent from the market at a cost of $1.986
billion. That is even less than the distin-
guished Senator suggested it might be.

After taking into account sales re-
ceipts, the net expenditure to the Com-
modity Credit Corporation for fiscal year
1981 is estimated to be $1.886 billion by
the administration. This is $875 million
more than was spent in fiscal year 1980,
and it is $1.3 billion more than was spent
on the average during fiscal year 1976
through fiscal year 1980.

We are on a record-accelerating path
of purchasing stocks of dairy products.
The milk equivalent of dairy products
purchased through August 28 exceeded
12 billion pounds; butter stocks on hand
August 15 amounted to 440 million
pounds versus 278 million last year;
cheese was 542 million versus 198 million,
that is more than double last year; and
nonfat dry milk was 755 million versus
597 million a year ago. That is a 50-per-
cent gain.

Butter is at 50 percent, and cheese pur-
chases are about 150 percent ahead of
last year; and at this time nonfat is up
about 30 percent. We are heading for
record surpluses and record deficits.

Mr. DOLE. I correctly understand that.
With as much respect that I have for the
distinguished Senator from Minnesota, it
would seem to me that we are either
going to have a farm bill or not have a
farm bill. They are not easy to pass in
any event. There are still other amend-
ments, other amendments floating
around. The Senator from Montana has
a few good!es. We cannot exist with those
kinds of amendments, all kinds of little
time bombs floating around. But if this
one goes off, we might as well quit, just
pull it down, and go back to the drawing
boards because it seems to me this is the
one that the administration, I think, for
the reasons just stated by the Senator
from Iowa, feels very strongly about.

I would just say farm bills are not easy
to pass. They are misunderstood by the
people who talk about farm bills. There
is a feeling that farmers are all running
to the mailbox to get the next Federal
check and then run to the bank.

It is not an accurate portrayal, but it
is a perception that many people have
about the farm program. They feel that
what we are doing is spending the tax-
payers’ money by the Congress to pay
farmers. That is not the case, as the
Senator from Minnesota has stated many
times. We do need to provide protection
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for the American farmer. We cannot
farm the Treasury, there is no money in
the Treasury, and that is why they had
a meeting this morning at the White
House, I understand, talking about
spending cuts. That is why we are asking
the Finance Committee to consider some
other matters, whether it is medicaid,
medicare, or social security or whatever.
If we are going to add $1 billion here or
there, we are going to have to find that
much more money to balance the budget
by 1984 and hold the deficit to somewhere
around $45 billion for fiscal year 1982.

Having gone through that process,
and having responsibility of chairing a
committee that has to do a great deal of
cutting around here, I am convinced that
we cannot let farmers avoid the realities
either. Most farmers are willing to face
up to the realities. My State is about as
rural as any State in America, and I am
not suggesting that all farmers are going
to be happy with what happens on the
Senate floor or happy with the adminis-
tration or happy with the House bill, but
I am suggesting that the biggest prob-
lems in American agriculture are inter-
est rates, inflation, and the size of the na-
tional debt, Federal spending, and Fed-
eral regulations.

We can go on and do business as usual,
and that is what we would be doing in
effect because since we passed 884, we
have been told, I think in the right way,
that the administration cannot support
that bill. So I am going to support the
Senator from Iowa.

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. DOLE., The Senator from Minne-
sota has the floor.

Mr. JEPSEN. Will the Senator from
Minnesota yield for a question?

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. If I may respond
for just a moment to my distinguished
colleague and the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Finance, we are not asking to
do business as usual. We are quite willing
to go to 70 percent of parity, a level that
has never been reached before in the
30-odd-year history of the program. We
are not asking for the moon. We are ask-
ing for a level that is lower than has ever
been reached before.

It really is unclear to me what the cost
of those programs is. I see so many dif-
ferent figures. One of the sets of figures I
saw showed there was onlv a $100 million
difference between our program and the
administration-recommended program
on the costs over several years.

The Senator knows that we are ne-
gotiable. This position is not locked in
concrete. Perhaps the Senator from
Iowa would like to assure us there will
be an annual adjustment at 70 percent
of parity, just an annual, not a semi-
annual adjustment, and we would ac-
cept that. But that would be quite a
concession, quite a concession from last
May when we negotiated S. 884, quite a
concession from any level that has ever
been achieved in the farm community.

But to just say that we will not have
any adjustment at all, that inflation is
going to be able to eat us up, that the
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small farmers of our States are going
to be defenseless against the ravages of
inflation is something that we cannot
agree to and, as a result, we must ask
for this amendment.

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Would the Senator
like to adjust his amendment so as to
assure an annual adjustment that we
would be happy to accept on our side?

Mr. JEPSEN. I am thinking about
what the Senator is saying. Will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Yes, I yield.

Mr. JEPSEN. Does the distinguished
Senator, who is recognized as one of the
outstanding business people in the
United States, and I have great admira-
tion and respect for that success, does
the Senator have any idea what kind of
inflationary impact his amendment
would have?

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. What kind of an
inflationary impact? Inflationary from
the standpoint of adding to the deficit,
adding to the spending levels of the
Government? It is hard, as I indicated
earlier, to know exactly what that is,
'lrl:e figures have been just all over the
ot.

Mr. JEPSEN. I can appreciate that,
but knowing what the Senator knows,
on the basis of comparing his amend-
ment with mine, would it be correct to
say that the Senator’s amendment would
be much more inflationary or more in-
flationary than mine?

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Oh, Senator, as
you know we could argue about that for
awhile. If we keep the farm sector of
our economy and rural Amer.ca as a rule
somewhat more healthy, I do not think
that that has an inflationary impact;
no, I do not.

Mr. JEPSEN. Well, in fact, when you
talk about health—you did not answer
the question. Do you believe the chances
are that your amendment is much more
inflationary than mine; is some more
inflationary than mine?

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. I do not believe,
Senator, that my amendment is infla=
tionary. Inflationary would mean that
it would increase the public debt; infla-
tionary would mean that as a result the
Government would have to go to the
money market and dry up a still larger
percentage of the funds; inflationary
means that we would have a negative
effect on the deficit, and I am not sure
what would cause that more. Would it
be caused more by the possibility that
my program would spend a little more
than yours or would the cause of infla-
tion be more enhanced by the lack of tax
revenues from the rural side of America,
thereby increasing the deficit in that
manner?

I asked the Senator a little while ago
if he would like to change his amend-
ment to assure the annual adjustment
at 70 percent of parity. That would be
in the spirit of conciliation. I would be
very happy to accept that and withdraw
my amendment in that case.

Mr. JEPSEN. Well, as I read and
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understand my amendment, we are pro-
viding the latitude for the Secretary of
Agriculture to provide tor somewhere
between 70 and 90 percent. We guarantee
a floor, a bottom of $13.10 per hundred-
weight by way of an actual dollar and
cents figure. I say to the Senator that
I think, in the interest of entering into
a partnership with the new climate we
have in the Department of Agriculture
by way of being a friend of the farmer,
that this amendment speaks for itself
and we essentially have that.

My amendment will help dairy pro-
ducers to work out their problems of
excessive supplies. In the long run, all
good, sound, prudent business people will
understand what they must do.

I have talked to dairy farmers who
said they realize there has been some
overproduction; that there is right now.
And whether you say: What comes first,
the chicken or the egg? We are over-
‘producing or we are consuming less,
whatever it is—I am willing to step out
and step up front and appear on TV, or
wherever it may be, drinking a glass of
milk. I drink one every morning and I
drink one every evening. I would be glad
to double my consumption and urge
everybody else to do that, too. That will
help the dairy industry. So I am on rec-
ord as saying and urging that now.
That is a positive way to get at things.

That is also the way we have to start
solving our problems in America today,
by all joining in and building a “can do”
attitude. Let us go and do something
about it. But we cannot do something
about it by artificially containing and
jacking up something that, frankly, has
produced a very, very serious problem
exists in the dairy industry and the dairy
support industry now. It will jeopardize
possibly, the long-range future if, indeed,
we are going to continue on to a point
where it is such a burden that we will
come through with either legislation or
action that will strip it considerably,
rather than, as my amendment, frank-
ly, does, which is to help the dairy in-
dustry.

The cost of my amendment is about $1
billion less than the current provision
of S. 884 over the 4-year life of the bill.
It is more in keeping with the twin ob-
jectives of providing adequate support
for the farm dairy indu:try and reduc-
ing the budget outlays. That is what we
aro talking about. The dairy farmers are
willing to do their share. We are asking
them to give in just a little here and join
all other Americans in trying to get this
economy under control.

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. The Senator will
recall, I think, that my amendment does,
indeed, ask the farmer to do his share.
We are going to go to 70 percent of
parity. In the event that inflation con-
tinues at the rate projected, that will
mean, in midyear, 65 percent of parity
toward the end of the year should we
accept the once-annual adjustment. So,
indeed, these are levels that have never
been reached before. This is not an ex-
traordinary surplus.
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T thank the Senator for correcting my
figure. I thought it was 13.5 billion
pounds on a fluid basis of milk. I note
that the Senator says it is 12.6, and
that this is not a great deal more than it
was in 1962 when it was 11.2. We only
have to go to 75 percent of parity in
order to adjust that difference.

In any case, I hope the Senator will
consider my suggestion that he make the
70 percent mandatory and that it oc-
cur once a year. I will be happy to ac-
cept that amendment in that case.

Mr. DOLE. Will the Senator yield for
a question?

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Yes.

Mr. DOLE. Does the Senator have a
fallback position in the event he should
lose?

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Who knows? I think
we all have fallback positions, I say to
the Senator.

Mr. DOLE. It would be helpful to us
if we knew what it was.

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. The Senator has
been one of the best fallerbackers around
here.

Mr. DOLE. Well, I have had more
practice.

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. The Senator has
had quite a bit of practice.

Mr. DOLE. Right. Never in the major-
ity; we used to do more of it on the
minority side. But now we have an addi-
tion: When we fall back, we fall further.

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. I understand that
my distinguished friend and cosponsor
from the State of Kentucky (Mr.
HupbpLEsTON) wishes to speak on the bill,
and I yield to him.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. I thank the dis-
tinguished Senator from Minnesota.

I have been enjoying this discussion
very much. I think that, since we came
back about a week ago, I have been in at
least a dozen meetings in which we have
tried to reach some common ground be-
tween these two positions that we are
faced with right now. The distinguished
Senator from Iowa has presented the
latest offer that came to us from the ad-
ministration. The Senator from Minne-
sota has attempted to amend that,
essentially, by substituting virtually the
same language that is in S. 884. That is
what the majority of the Agriculture
Committee agreed to last May. And I
think it is well worthwhile remembering
that that, in itself, represented a con-
siderable scaling down from what the
dairy price support program was. But
now we are faced with those two posi-
tions, one or the other.

I think all of us were hoping there
would be some common ground, some-
place in between, that would satisfy the
requirements of providing at least some
minimal support for our dairy producers
and at the same time not be too onerous
on the budget of the Federal Govern-
ment. Obviously, up to this minute, we
have not arrived at that particular place.

So I think, given that circumstance, I
would have to recommend that we sup-
port the Senator from Minnesota; that
we recognize that when we passed S. 509
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earlier this year, back in March, we
saved the Treasury then some $160 mil-
lion out of the da.ry program. . bo4, as
originally presented and as now in the
bill, will save hundreds of millions of
dollars more than would have been saved
without those provisions. They are not
bountiful by any means, but they are
adequate, and I think they are re-
sponsible.

But the points of contention between
the administration and those Senators
supporting the S. 884 dairy program are
really small in comparison with the value
of the products of the dairy industry.
Farm cash receipts from dairy will be
approximately $20 billion in the 1981-82
marketing year. And the difference in
cost between the provisions of S. 884—or
what the Senator from Minnesota is
suggesting—and the amendment by the
Senator from Iowa amounts to about $40
million in 1982, according to the Con-
gressional Budget Office estimates.

And here again we have had some dis-
agreements, some misunderstandings,
about actual cost figures. That has been
one of the most interesting things about
this past week of considerations and
negotiations—this moving target of
figures that we are shooting at all the
time. There is one thing, I think, we can
say about these figures, regardless of
what happens here today or what is in
this final bill: If the Senator from
Minnesota has miscalculated, if the
amendment he is proposing is enacted
and the figures are not correct and the
costs soar far beyond what we are antici-
pating now, then we will be back here
before the end of this 4-year bill to do
something about that situation. I think
the dairy industry recognizes that we
have to move toward a better balance of
supply and demand. And if that does not
cccur under whatever we do here, that
problem will be addressed, in my judg-
ment, very quickly. We will be back here
making the necessary amendments.

And the same is true with the amend-
ment of the Senator from Iowa. If he
has miscalculated, if the provisions that
he has recommended cause great diffi-
culty, great dislocation in the dairy in-
dustry, if dairymen are driven out of
business, if the milk supply falls, then
we will be back making those adjust-
ments, too.

So I do not beileve for a moment that
we are locking ourselves into concrete
as far as what the total cost of this
program might be. And we are dealing
with some very nebulous figures. We
just cannot put our finger—and neither
can the administration or the Congres-
sional Budget Office—on the exact
amounts that any of these proposals are
going to cost.

Now one thing, it seems to me, that
the circumstances would provide if the
Senator from Minnesota prevails, and
that is, first of all, we maintain a mecha-
nism that generally has been successful.
It got too costly; we know that and the
industry recognizes that, and the adjust-
ments were made. But the mechanism
has done pretty well. And I am not sure
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we ought to throw that out right now to
meet the particular situation that we are
faced with concerning the budget, par-
ticularly when there ave tools avauaole
to do something about it.

I think the amendment of the Senator
from Minnesota might well provide a
little incentive for the administration to
get out and do something with this sur-
plus, to enter into some aggressive sales
and export plans that will help lower
those stocks and reduce the cost to the
taxpayers and bring the program better
into balance.

So, for that reason, and for the fact
that we are dealing with these two po-
sitions, I think our better course at tnis
point is to stay with the proposal of the
Senator from Minnesota and then be
prepared to deal with whatever might
happen if we get into a situation that
requires some additional adjustment
down the road.

I yield back my time.

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. I thank the Sena-
tor from Kentucky. I agree with him
that we, indeed, can come back and that
we are not locking it into concrete. How-
ever, two-thirds of the dairy farms of
our country have already gone the way
of so many things and they cannot be
brought back and before we condemn
more of these farmers to an auction I
want to maintain the program as I am
suggesting.

1 yield to my colleague from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague from Minnesota.

Mr. President, I support the amend-
ment by Senator Boscawirz. I do so,
obviously, with concern for the farm-
ers of my own State but, also looking
at this as a national farm bill. Basically,
I think the farm bill we reported out of
committee went far enough. In fact, I
thought it made too much of a cut in
the dairy program, even as it came out
of committee. But I also realized—both
as a Senator from a dairy producing
State, Vermont, and as a Senator hold-
ing an office where we have to reflect
the interests of the whole country—that,
of course, there are going to have fo be
cuts made, in a time of fiscal austerity,
in all farm programs.

When you look at what the cuts were
made, Mr. President, our farm bill set
the parity at between 70 and 90
percent, but it allowed for a 70-percent
level to respond to increased purchases
of dairy products.

I understand that the distinguished
Senator from Iowa (Mr. JEPSEN) s
presenting an administration proposal.
The administration proposal really is a
last-minute attempt to change all the
work done by the committee on the
dairy section. In fact, there have been, as
Senator HupprLestonN mentioned earlier,
a number of last-minute or last-ditch at-
tempts by the administration to change
just about all the work that we did in the
committee on the farm bill.

I think, Mr. President, it should be
noted that the committee, in a biparti-
san effort, had day after day of meet-
ings and markups on all the various farm
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programs—not just dairy, not just wheat,
not just corn, not just peanuts, not just
soybeans, all the programs—in trying to
reach a conclusion that would save
money for American taxpayers at the
same time it maintained some kind of
stability in our farm programs. That is
a stability that has been sadly lack-
ing, a stability that was just beginning
to show up in our farm programs, &
stability that is absolutely necessary if
we are to maintain not only individual
family farms but, also, that ability not
only to feed ourselves but to be able to
export food abroad.

Mr. President, at a time when we see
what a devastating effect our inability
to produce the energy we need in this
country has had our own national secur-
ity, can you imagine how devastating it
would be on America if we were no longer
able to feed ourselves but actually had
to depend on other countries and had
to import food from them—countries
whose interests may be inimical to that
of the United States?

This amendment, Mr. President, that
the administration has proposed would
freeze the dairy price, for example, at
$13.10 and keep it frozen no matter what
the parity level may be. That means,
quite frankly, that dairy farmers could
be faced with a parity level of around
55 percent inside of 4 years. I know what
that would do in Vermont. It would de-
stroy most of the family farms in Ver-
mont and that prime agricultural land
would be lost forever to some other use.
It would mean the same thing in Min-
nesota, Wisconsin, and a lot of other
States.

Our dairy program is operating right
now at 80 percent of parity and the com-
mittee-reported bill does allow for 70
percent of parity. That is a major change
in the program. I think we ought to give
that change a chance to work. We rec-
ognize the problems in the dairy pro-
gram. I have told farmers in my State,
as I am sure all of us have in our own
States, that they are going to have to
expect changes, they are going to have
to expect cuts. I support realistic, rea-
sonable cuts, whether they are popular
or unpopular. But let us go with the cuts
we talked about in the farm bill and give
them a chance to work. We negotiated
this, arrived at it as a bipartisan solution.
Let us give it a chance to see if it can
work,

The administration amendment really
is a raw deal for our Nation’s dairy farm-
ers. Again, I do not mean to be parochial,
but you look at the farmers in Vermont—
we have basically small farms and very
conservative people. It is, after all, the
most Republican State in the Nation. Our
farmers are cautious. They hold down
their production, they keep careful ac-
count of their budgets. These farmers
see some pretty bad economic times
ahead. I simply cannot add to their prob-
lems by supporting a last-minute admin-
istration attempt to balance the budget
on the backs of our dairy farmers.

As I_sald before, I see this bill as a more
bipartisan measure. It is the result of
hours of work, days of work, morning,
noon, and night of work from both Re-
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publicans and Democrats. I support the
amendment of the Senator from Minne-
sota to bring us back to what is basically
the position that we worked out in the
committee, an attempt to support the
administration on their budget cuts, but
also to have a realistic program.

Mr. President, I understand the dis-
tinguished Senator from Oklahoma
would like to speak on the bill. I should
like to yield to the distinguished Senator
if he seeks recognition.

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I be-
lieve I still have the floor and I yield to
the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr.
BOREN).

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, a parliamen-
tary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
EasT). The Senator will state it.

Mr. DOLE, Did the Senator irom Min-
nesota have the floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is the last Senator
to have been recognized by the Chair.

Mr. LEAHY. A parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. LEAHY. Not that it makes any dif-
ference to me, because I yielded back,
anyway, but I assumed the floor had been
yielded to me at the time I spoke.

Mr. DOLE. The Senator from Kansas
does not care, Mr. President, but he did
not see the Senator from Minnesota here
and I wonder how he did that.

Mr. JEPSEN. Will the Senator from
Vermont yield to me?

Mr, LEAHY. I had yielded the floor
and I understood at the time I was
speaking that the floor had been yielded
to me, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The floor
cannot be yielded by one Senator to an-
other. The floor can only be obtained by
recognition from the Chair.

Mr. JEPSEN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I say to
the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr.
Boren) that I shall be very brief.

Will the Senator from Vermont yield
for a question?

Mr. LEAHY. Yes, Mr. President.

Mr. JEPSEN. The Senator emphasizes
that my amendment would mean there
would be no adjustment in support prices
for 2 years. Is that correct?

Mr. LEAHY. No; I think the Senator
may have been listening to one of the
other Senators. I did not say that.

Mr. JEPSEN. Did the Senator say that
there would be an adjustment in the
price support levels from my amend-
ment?

Mr. LEAHY. The Senator said that,
according to this Senator’s calculations,
in 4 years, dairy farmers could be facing
a parity level of approximately 55 per-
cent. It is the same position that the
Senator took in the informal discussions
that we had earlier among the members
of the Senate Committee on Agriculture.

Mr. JEPSEN. On what basis does the
Senator make that statement? Actually,
if the Senator assumes that the cost of
the program will exceed $750 million—
that is the only way and only then can

(Mr.
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the price go down to $13.10 a hundred-
weight. To this point in time, it is con-
siderably above 70 percent of parity. 1
am trying to find out on what basis the
Senator was making his statement that
we would have 55 percent of parity in 4
years.

I do not know where these statements
come from, but they are coming like pop-
corn here in the last couple of hours. I
expect some explanation as to their
basis.

Mr, President, the dairy industry, un-
der my amendment. can assure itself of
an increase by bringing its costs to the
Treasury down below $750 million. On
the bottom line, that is very simple,
$750 million—in no event less than
$13.10 per hundredweight. That is a far
cry from what the Senator from Ver-
mont was essentially alluding to about
this amendment.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, would the
Senator from Iowa care to tell us what
level of parity he would see in 4 years
under his amendment?

Mr. JEPSEN. I do not have a crystal
ball any more than the Senator from
Vermont does. We are trying to provide
a way to bring about an economic re-
covery in this country from the near
disaster, on the brink of which we now
stand. To do so, I have offered this
amendment in keeping with the objec-
tive of doing just that and providing ade-
quate support. My amendment provides
the latitude for the Secretary of Agri-
culture to provide between 70- and 80-
percent parity support, with a $13.10 per-
hundredweight floor, no matter what. No
less than that. It is certainly in keeping
with the objective of providing adequate
support and reducing budget outlays.

Those are the upfront, on-top-of-the-
table, candid, honest, simple, straight-
forward facts of this amendment.

We have just gone through a time
when the Senator from Vermont was
helpful in most cases on cutting costs,
trying to bring reality to some of the
Government expenditures, and that is
what we are looking at here.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am well
aware of the administration’s proposals
here. I am also aware of the various eco-
nomic prognostications made by the ad-
ministration.

When they first sought supvort for the
budget they were predicting Federal
Treasury bills around 7 percent this time
of year. or slightly beyond this time.
That. I believe, was predicted by an ad-
ministration member known as “Rosie
Scenario.” It did not ouite work. That is
now chaneed to 10 percent, which is still
not about to work,

I say to my distinguished colleague
from Iowa the same things I have said
before. and the Senator from Minnesota
said them even stronger today: We
would have to have a pretty flat level of
inflation or a very significant cut in in-
flation, not only in inflation but also in
interest rates, to make this thing work
out anywhere near what the administra-
tion predicted.

I am not willing to gamble that
“Rosie” is right in this regard. In repre-
senting the farmers of Vermont, I real-
ize that the administration, which has
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been wrong in many areas and which is
suffering a bit of an economic credibility
gap at this point, as it faces the largest
deficits in the Nation's history, is going
to be wrong in this one.

In any event, I am not too sure what
the parliamentary situation is, but I be-
lieve we are intruding on the time of the
Senator from Oklahoma, and I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I support
the motion of the Senator from Minne-
sota to restore the provisions of the bill
as originally reported by the committee
as they apply to price supports for dairy
products.

I share the concerns that have been
voiced by the Senator from Minnesota
and the Senator from Vermont, that
under the proposal of the Senator from
Iowa there is no guarantee that there
would be sufficient adjustments, if any,
over the next 3 years to keep the parity
value of the price of dairy products from
falling far below the 70-percent level.

I basically support the provisions of
S. 884 as reported by the Agriculture
Committee, not only in this instance but
also across the board.

Mr. President, one of the most impor-
tant pieces of legislation which we will
consider this year is the 1981 farm bill—
the bill now pending before us today.
I hope that every Senator will be mindful
of the fact that during the next few days
we will be adopting policies which will
have a significant impact on the largest
industry and biggest employer in this
country, American agriculture. Any of
our efforts to revive this Nation’s econ-
omy will depend upon the future eco-
nomic health of the agriculture economy.
It is imperative that this Congress and
this administration enact a sound and
strong farm program.

While the bill reported by the commit-
tee is not perfect by any means, it does
provide a framework which will allow
our farmers to remain in business. As we
heard yesterday from the distinguished
chairman of the Agriculture Committee,
Senator Herms, the committee spent
many hours fashioning a bipartisan farm
bill package.

Serious and painstaking consideration
was given to the concerns expressed by
everyone interested in farm legislation.
Compromises were made in order to min-
imize the cost of this bill, and at the same
time provide some semblance of security
for American agriculture. S. 884, as re-
ported by the committee, is a balanced
and carefully crafted compromise worked
out in more than 25 4-hour markup ses-
sions of the committee.

After reporting the bill, several of us
on the committee joined Senator HeLms
and Senator HuppLEsToN in pledging our
support to the bill being considered to-
day. At that time, we urged Members of
the Senate to resist the temptation to
offer any amendments which would un-
dermine this legislation. It was pointed
out then that the adoption of such
amendments would endanger the whole
concept of omnibus farm legislation and
the structure of the Nation’s farm com-
modity programs.
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As late as August 24, a letter from the
leadership of the committee was sent to
150 agribusiness and farm groups solicit-
ing their support for S. 884. I, for one, do
not take commitments lightly and I do
not intend to be a part of any effort to
turn our backs on the American farmer.

I have been somewhat surprised by
changes that have been suggested in the
committee bill. It is hard for me to un-
derstand why the bill, which was a fairly
good one before we recessed, now needs
to be overhauled.

Unfortunately, the administration’s
idea of modifying the bill is to make it
weaker. It is ironic that the argument
being used is that because the farmer is
in even worse shape than was thought,
we should cut the farm program more.
As farm financial conditions deteriorate,
some respond to the crisis by saying that
we should do less to help the farmer.

The excuse seems to be that farm
prices are low and are less favorable
than was previously forecast and, there-
fore, we should help our farmers by tak-
ing away what little protection was pro-
vided by the original bill.

All of us have had experience with
phantom budget numbers which thrive
in this town. I have seen many cost esti-
mates on this bill, and they all are dif-
ferent. For example, last week, within
the space of 3 days, I received three dif-
ferent cost estimates for this bill. Which
numbers should we believe? Your guess
is as good as mine.

But, let me give some real numbers.
Net farm income in 1980 fell to about
$20 billion, down sharply from 1978 and
1979, but when this $20 billion is ad-
justed for inflation, farmers received less
in income than they have at any time
since 1934.

Wheat prices have declined sharply
since November 1980, and they are now
16 percent lower than they were 9
months ago. USDA has estimated 1981
production costs at $5.32 per bushel, or
45 percent more than farmers are cur-
rently receiving for their wheat.

We not only have a problem with
dairy; we have a problem across the
board in terms of agricultural commodi-
ties. Cattlemen are going broke, suffer-
ing from 20 percent interest rates. In
summation, it is basically the same old
song, second verse, of farm costs con-
tinuing to go up and farm commodity
prices continuing to go down.

The growing crisis in agriculture can
be demonstrated by one statistic, and I
hope my colleagues will think long and
hard about what this statistic means.
Thirty years ago, total farm debt and
annual net farm income were about
equal. We had at that time an unad-
justed figure of approximately $13 bil-
lion annual net farm income and $12
billion total farm debi in this country—
equality between annual farm income
and total farm debt. That was 30 years
ago.

Today, total farm debt exceeds annual
net farm income by 10 times—roughly
$20 billion of annual net farm income
versus $200 billion of farm debt. In 30
years, we have gone from equality of an-
nual farm income with total farm debt—
equality of those two flgures—to a ten-
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fold relationship of debt bzing 10 times
the size of annual farm income.

With commodity prices below the cost
of production and interest rates at 20
percent, we are fast approaching the time
at which the burden can no longer be
managed. This could lead to a collapse
of appreciated land values, which alone
have allowed the farmer a bare return
on a lifetime of labor.

If we allow this breaking point to be
reached, the family farm structure of
agriculture, with ownership by individ-
uals instead of corporations, will be a
thing of the past.

Now is not the time for any of us to
back away from American agriculture.
Instead, I suggest we bow our backs and
stand side-by-side with the American
farmer who provides the basic founda-
tion of our economic and social well-be-
ing.

There are those who want to
write a farm bill with absolutely no
budgetary impact. It can be done. How-
ever, as the Senator from EKentucky
pointed out recently in a discussion,
there is only one drawback to such a
bill: It will be of absolutely no help to
the farmers. In the past few days, I have
felt that there were those who were push-
ing the administration to write such a
bill, To call it a “farm bill” would be
to engage in false labeling. Such pro-
posals would more honestly be titled,
“The Farm Liquidation Act of 1981.”

But I submit to you that American
agriculture and our farmers deserve a
better deal than they have been getting.
I intend to do my best to fight off the
expected attempts to weaken or com-
pletely ignore the work that was done by
those of us on the Senate Agriculture
Committee.

I urge all Members of the Senate to
join me in supporting this bipartisan
farm bill of 1981 and supporting efforts
to return the provisions to the original
form and in this case to support the
efforts of the Senator from Minnesota
to return the provisions of S. 884 as they
apply to the dairy program.

Mr. DOLE Mr. President, the Senator
from Minnesota is not in the Chamber,
and I promised that I would protect his
interests, so I plan to move to table the
amendment of the distinguished Senator
from Minnesota, and I want him to be
here for the announcement.

So I will just say a few words while we
are waiting for Senator BoscHwITz.

I certainly do not disagree with the
Senator from Oklahoma, but again it is
not enough to say that we have gone
through this before because it is always
difficult in farm legislation, particularly
difficult for the first time that we have
had some budget constraints to consider.

I spent some time in my State during
the recess talking with a number of
farmers. Some of them agree with what
we are doing and some disagree. Some
were more concerned honestly about in-
flation and interest rates than about
what we might do for them, and I under-
score “do for them,” with farm legisla-
tion.

I think most farmers are probably
saying, “The one thing we do not need
is more credit, more inflation, higher
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interest rates, more regulation, more
Government,” and they are suggesting
this to us directly or indirectly. Some,
of course, want higher loan rates and
some want higher target prices, and some
do not.

It seems to me our obligation is to
provide some protection for the farmer.

We believe we have done this, at least
I believe, in the target price concept.
Some of my colleagues do not. We will
have a vote on that later. But if the loan
rates were higher, I would say maybe we
do not need target prices. Unfortunately,
in the wheat-producing States, Okla-
homa, Kansas, and others, we are going
to have some exposure to target prices
this year because we are sort of reaping
the rewards of the grain embargo of
January 4, 1980, and that is just now
coming home to roost as far as the wheat
producer is concerned. It could cost up
to a half billion dollars in payments.

My farmers for the most part do not
want Federal payments. They want to
make a profit in the marketplace
whether they be a dairy farmer, a wheat
farmer, a corn farmer, a soybean farm-
er, or whatever.

The distinguished Senator from Min-
nesota has now returned to the Cham-
ber, and I indicated before he left that
I would not make any motion in his
absence. Unless there is someone who
wishes to debate it further, if it is satis-
factory to the Senator from Minnesota,
I shall move to table his amendment un-
less he wishes to debate it further.

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. I do not know that
debating it further really would achieve
anything, so I will not debate at least
this amendment further. Perhaps we will
have an opportunity after the motion to
table to discuss at some length the
amendment of the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. DOLE. I thank the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota.

I say, finally, this morning the Finance
Committee had the dubious distinection
of voting out an increase in the debt
ceiling of $1.089 trillion. If Senators do
not think we are in trouble in this coun-
try, I wish to see how everyone is going
to vote on the debt ceiling when it is
trotted out about next week when we
keep adding more spending and creating
more debt. It will be interesting to follow
and interesting for me to follow also,
for that matter, to see what happens.

I just tell Senators that we just ex-
ceeded the trillion-dollar mark. We made
history today in the Finance Committee
by a very close vote. In fact, it was so
close we had to get the thing voted out
before the absentees voted. That is how
close it was.

I just suggest that there is one thing
to vote for more spending, but it is an-
other thing to vote today for the things
we voted to spend.

On that basis I feel certain the Senator
from Minnesota has made a great argu-
ment. The dairy producers in this coun-
try deserve all the support they ecan have,
but what thty really wish I think is less
interest rates and less inflation, and we
are not going to have that if we add $1
billion to the cost of this program which
is what his amendment would do.

Going back to S. 884, we did write a
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good bill and a lot of people spent a lot
of time, Democrats and Republicans, on
S. 884. We could have passed it fairly
easy, I asume, in the Chamber, except
for one thing: It costs too much money,
and so we have gone back in a bipartisan
effort and I think for the most part suc-
ceeded in reducing the impact of that
original provision by $1 billion or more.

This is not an attack or directed at
the Senator from Minnesota or the
American dairy farmer, but I do move to
table the amendment, and I ask for the
yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion to lay
on the table the amendment of the Sena-
tor from Minnesota.

On this question, the yeas and nays
have been ordered and the clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the
Senator from Iowa (Mr. GRASSLEY) and
the Senator from Vermont (Mr. StaF-
FORD) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Vermont (Mr.
StarFrorp) would vote “nay.”

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. RoserT
C. Byrp), the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KeNneDY), the Senator from
Hawalii (Mr. MATSUNAGA), and the Sena-
tor from New Jersey (Mr. WiLLiams),
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from West Virginia
(Mr. RoserT C. BYrp), would vote “nay.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
any Senator in the Chamber who has
no% voted?

The result was announced—yeas 53,
nays 41, as follows:

[Rolleall Vote No. 254 Leg.]
YEAS—53

Gorton
Hatch
Hatfield
Hawkins
Hayakawa
Heflin
He!ms
Hollings
Humphrey

Armstrong
Baker
Biden
Byrd,

Harry P, Jr.
Cannon

Chafee
Cochran
Cranston
DeConcinl
Denton
Dixon

Murkowski
Nickles
Packwood
Pe l

Percy
Quayle
Roth
Rudman
Schmitt
Simpson
Stevens
Symms
Dole Thurmond
Domenlcl Tower
East Tsongas
Garn Wallop
Glenn Warner
Goldwater Weicker

Abdnor
Andrews
Baucus
Bentsen
Boren
Boschwitz
Bradley
Bumpers
Burdick
Chiles
Cohen
D'Amato
Danforth

Durenberger Metzenbaum
Eagleton Moynihan
Exon Nunn

Ford Press'er
Hart Proxmire
Heinz Pryor
Randolph
Riegle
g&rbmos
Specter

Stennis
Zorineky

Huddleston
Inouye
Jackson
Johnston
Easten
Leahy
Levin
Melcher

NOT VOTING—8

Byrd, Robert C. Kennedy Stafford
Grassley Matsunaga Willlams
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So the motion to lay on the table UP
amendment No. 358 was agreed to.

Mr. JEP3EN. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the motion
was agreed to.

Mr. HELMS. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. Mr, President, may we
have order in the Chamber?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina is correct. May
we please have order in the Senate? We
shall not proceed until we have order in
the Senate. We do not currently have
order.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I think
Senators did not hear the distinguished
occupant of the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will not proceed until we have order.
Will those Senators who are not conduct-
ing business please leave the well?

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Ethics Com-
mittee (Mr. WaLror) has a statement he
wishes to present to the Senate which I
think will be of interest and concern to
every Member of the Senate. I yield to
the distinguished Senator from
Wyoming.

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator from North
Carolina.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming has the floor and he
is entitled to be heard.

SCHEDULE OF PRESENTATION OF
TAPE RECORDING EVIDENCE CON-
CERNING SENATOR WILLIAMS

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I would
ask, if I may, to have the close attention
of Senators for just a moment.

In conjunction with the remarks of
the Senate leadership yesterday con-
cerning the resolution to expel Senator
Wirriams, the Senate Ethics Committee
has prepared a schedule of presentations
of the tape recording evidence received
by the committee during the adjudica-
tory hearings held in July.

In order to assist all Members of the
Senate in reaching a careful and in-
formed decision on this matter, the
Ethics Committee will replay the audio
and video tapes in two different formats.
First, on Monday, Wednesday, and
Friday of next week (September 21, 23,
and 25) there will be two identical pres-
entations each day of tape recordings
made while Senator WILLIAMS was pres-
ent. Second, on Tuesday, September 29,
and again on Thursday, October 1, we
will make available a presentation of all
of the tape recording evidence utilized in
the committee hearings that was not
played during the previous week’s pres-
entations. The times and locations for
the oresentations. and the list of tapes to
be played, are set forth in a “Dear Col-
league” letter sent to each Member today.
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which I am also inserting hereafter in
the RECORD.

I urge—and I cannot urge it strongly
enough—each Member of the Senate to
take advantage of the time available be-
fore Senate Resolution 204 comes to the
floor in early November fto become
familiar with the extensive record in
this case, and to attend any one of the
taping presentations. Senator HEFLIN
and I want to be of help to you in every
possible way and either of us will be
pleased to respond if you need further
assistance in this very important matter.

I think, since I have the Senate gath-
ered here, I will take the time addition-
ally just to read the “Dear Colleague"”
letter so there is no doubt in Senators
minds of what we are trying to do.

Dear CoLLEAGUE: The BSenate Leadership
announced on Monday of this week that the
Senate will proceed to consideration of
5. Res. 204 in early November. This will give
each Member an ample opportunity to study
the extensive record, to view and listen to
the “Abscam" tape recordings presented at
Committee hearings, and to reach a careful
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and informed decision. The Majority and
Minority Leaders have each urged all Mem-
bers to devote time and attention to this
very important matter, in order to be pre-
pared to address the issue at the appropriate
time.

For your assistance In evaluating the evi-
dence, the Ethics Committee will re-play the
audio and video tapes which were received
in evidence during the hearings held on
July 14, 15 and 28, 1981. On Monday, Wednes-
day and Friday of next week (September 21,
23 and 25), there will be two ldentical pres-
entations each day of those tape recordings
made while Senator Willlams was present.
The first presentation each day will be from
9:15 a.m. to 12:45 p.m., and the second from
2:15 p.m. to 5:46 p.m. You may choose to

- attend at whatever time is most convenient

for you. These tape recordings are listed on
the enclosure to this letter in the order they
will be shown.

On Tuesday, September 29, and again on
Thursday, October 1, there will be avallable,
on request, & presentation of all of the tape
recording evidence utilized in the Committee
hearings that was not played during the
previous week's presentations. These sessions
will be held each of the two days from 9:30
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a.m. to 12:30 p.m.,, and from 2:30 p.m. to
5:30 p.m.

The presentations will all be in Room 457,
Russell Senate Office Building. It is the wish
of the leadership that only Senators be ad-
mitted. If questions arise during the presen-
tation which reguire more than a brief fac-
tual response by Committee staff present, ar-
rangements may be made for the Committee
staff or Speclal Counsel to meet with you at
a later time,

We want to encourage you to attend one
of these sessions, and to take advantage of
the time avallable to become familiar with
the transcripts and other documentary ma-
terial. The Committee Report, No. 97-187,
was sent to your office last week, as well as
the Committee hearings, exhlbits, trial and
due process hearing transcripts. We especlally
want to call your attention to Volume 6 of
the trial transcripts, in which may be found
the verbatim transcripts of the tape record-
ings which will be played for you.

If you have any questions on any of the
materials the Committee has provided, the
Committee staff and Special Counsel will be
avallable to you, at your request. Please let
us know if we can be of any further assist-
ance to you In this matter.

TAPE RECORDINGS (AUDIO AND VIDEO) TO BE PRESENTED FOR ALL MEMBERS OF THE SENATE ON SEPT. 21, 23, AND 25, 1981

Committes

Time
(minutes)

exhibit No, Audio/video Date Location Participants

13and 13-1._________ Audio..__________ June 27, 1879

W s s R S
.=
21

Key Bridge Marriott, Arlington, Va Angelo Errichetti, Mel Weinberg, Alexander Feinberg, George Katz,
(Senator Williams on phone),

Senator Williams, Angelo Errichetti, Mel Weinberg.

- Senator Wllllams. Angelo Ernch&tll, Tony DeVito, Sheik_ =

Senator Williams, Mef Weinberg, Tony DeVito, Angalo Errichetti

Senator Williams, Alexander Feinberg, Sand;r Williams, George Katz,
Angelo Errl:hetli Mel Weinberg, Tony DeVito,

10
Key Bridge Marriott, Arlington, Va_
Key Bridge errmﬂ Arlington, Va_ _
Northml Airlines ‘I'errnmal J. F. K. Air-
rt, New York.
Sept. 11, 1979_ ___ Hilton Hotel, J. F. K. Airport, New York. ...

—nen- ek 7, 1979,

g 7
33
12
63

Plaza Hotel, New Yoik. ... s
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Mr. President, again, I cannot urge
strongly enough for Senators to become
personally informed on the issues which
are to be presented during the Senate's
debate on that resolution. It is too criti-
cal a matter to rely upon staff. Staff can
help you. They have all the material in
the office. But each Senator should be
wise enough to view this as critical
enough for the reputation of the Senate,
the reputation of Senator WiLriams, and
all of us for the rest of this century to
take a personal and profound interest
in this matter.

Mr. President, I thank the distin-
guished chairman for permitting me to
have this time. I yield the floor.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Senator.

AGRICULTURE AND FOOD ACT OF
1981

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, section
102 of S. 884 concerns the legal status of
producer handlers. A number of my
constituents are concerned that the cur-
rent exemption for pioducer handlers
from milk marketing orders not be ad-
versely affected by the provisions of the
dairy title. It seems clear to me that
section 102 maintains this exemption.
Is this correct?

Mr. HELMS. Yes. The committee
wishes to make clear that it approves of
keeping the producer-handler method
of marketing open to dairy farmers.

With their share of the market now
reduced very substantially from previous
times, the need for consideration of
regulation is even less necessary now and
it is more essential than ever that these
small businessmen be exempted from the
complex pricing requirements of milk
marketing orders.

Mr. President, on the condition that
I do not lose my right to the floor, I yield
to the Senator from Iowa.

UP AMENDMENT NO. 358

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I wish to
modify my amendment. It is a technical
change. I wish to modify it to read as
follows: On line 4, after the parenthesis,
add the words “as amended by section
150 of the Omnibus Budget Reconcilia-
tion Act of 1981, is amended by".

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has the right to modify his amend-
ment. The amendment is so modified.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

On page 134, beginning with line 13, strike
out all through line 12 on page 135 and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

“Sec. 103, Section 201 of the Agricultural
Act of 1049 (7 U.S.C. 1446) as amended by
section 150 of the Omnibus Budget Recon-
ciliation Act of 1981, is amended by—

“(a) deleting everything after the first
sentence in subsection (c¢) and Inserting in
lieu thereof the following:

‘Notwithstanding the foregoing, for the
period beginning October 1, 1981, and end-
ing September 30, 1985, the minimum level
of price support for milk shall be 70 per
centum of the parity price therefor: Pro-

vided, That whenever the Secretary estimates
that the net cost of Government price sup-
port purchases of milk or the products of
milk will exceed $750,000,000 if the support
price for milk s established at the level re-
quired by the foregoing provisions of this
subsection, such level of support may be
adjusted to the extent the Secretary deems
appropriate but not to a level less than the
support level for the prior marketing year:
Provided jfurther, That the support price
shall in no case be less than $13.10 per hun-
dredweight of milk containing 3.67 per
centum butterfat: Provided further, That the
level of support for milk for the remainder
of the 1981-82 marketing year may be ad-
justed in accordance with the foregoing al-
though a level of support for such year has
been established prior to the effective date
hereof. Such price support shall be provided
through the purchase of milk and the prod-
ucts of milk."; and
“(b) repealing subsection (d).”

Mr., HELMS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the Sena-
tor from North Carolina hopes that an
accommodation may be in the process of
being worked out on the pending amend-
ment. For that reason, I suggest the ab-
sence of a guorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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UP AMENDMENT NO. 359
(Purpose: To restore the text of the dairy
price support provisions contained in the
blll as reported and to provide authority
for the Secretary of Agriculture to walve,
in whole or in part, the annual adjustment
of the support price of milk if estimated
net support purchases exceed $750,000,000
in any fiscal year and to make clear that
the support price for milk for the year
beginning October 1, 1981, will be not less
than $13.10 per hundredweight)

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from Minnezota (Mr. BoscH-
wITZ) proposes an unprinted amendment
numbered 359 In the nature of a substitute
for unprinted amendment numbered 356.

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendmant be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

Strike out all after “Viz:"” and Insert in
lieu thereof the following:

On page 134, beginning with line 13, strike
out all down through linc 12 on page 135
and insert in lleu thereof the following:

Sec. 103. (a) Section 201(c) of the Agricul-
tural Act of 1949 (7 U.S8.C. 1446(c) ) is amend-
ed by striking out the seccnd sentence and
inserting in lleu thereof the following: “Not-
withstanding the foregoing, effective for each
of the fiscal years during the perlod begin-
ning October 1, 1881, and ending September
30, 1985, whenever the Secretary estimates
that the net cost of Government price sup-
port purchases of milk or the products of
milk will exceed $500,000,000 or that net
Government price support purchases of milk
or the products of milk will exceed 3.52
billion pounds (milk equivalent) during any
fiscal year, the price of milk beginning on
October 1 of such fiscal year shall be sup-
ported at such level, as determined by the
Secretary, not less than 70 per centum of
the parity price therefor except that begin-
ning on October 1, 1981, the price of milk
shall be supported at not less than $13.10 per
hundredweight for milk containing 3.67 per
centum milk fat.".

(b) Section 201 of the Agricultural Act of
1948 (7 U.S.C. 1446) is amended by adding
thereto a new subsection (d) as follows:

“(d) Notwithstanding the provisions of
subsection (¢) of this section, effective for
the period beginning on October 1, 1981, and
ending September 30, 1985, the Secretary
shall adjust the support price of milk to not
less than 70 per centum of the parity price
therefor on April 1 of each fiscal year, if on
that date the support price of milk is below
70 per centum of the parity price therefor.
Notwithstanding the foregoing sentence, if
on March 1 of any fiscal year the Secretary
estimates that the net cost of Federal price
support purchases of milk and milk products
during such fiscal year will exceed $750,000,-
000 if the support price for milk s estab-
lished at the level required by the foregoing
provisions of this subsection, the Secretary
may walve, to the extent he deems neces-
sary, the adjustment of the price support
price for milk otherwise required to be made
on April 1 of such year.”.

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, we
have just voted on a second-degree
amendment to the amendment of the
Senator from Iowa, the second-degree
amendment having been presented by
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me, and it incorporated the language of
S. 884, with the addition of a $13.10
minimum. The language of S. 884 called
for a semiannual adjustment of parity.

Parity, as Senators know, is a system
of relating the farmer’s costs to what he
receives for his goods. This administra-
tion has taken a very firm stand, and I
have voted with them in most instances,
against semiannual adjustments, wheth-
er it be in the field of pensions or any
other area. I must say that I have a cer-
tain sympathy for that position and, as
indicated, have voted that position on a
number of occasions.

Therefore, this amendment changes S.
884. In the event that what my friend
and colleague from Iowa says is true,
that there will be large removals by the
CCC in excess of $750 million, we will
forego, under this amendment, the semi-
annual adjustment, and there will be an
annual adjustment of 70 percent; and
in the event that removals are pro-
jected—not happen, but are projected—
by the Department of Agriculture to be
in excess of $750 million for that year,
then the semiannual adjustment will be
vitiated.

That really is the difference between
the amendment we offered earlier and
the amendment we now offer—that the
semiannual adjustment will be vitiated
in the event that projections of dairy
removals exceed $750 million,

All the arguments have been made in
our last round of debate with respect to
the preceding amendment, and I do not
want to repeat them all and spend the
time of the Senate. So, without losing
my right to continue the debate and
answer the questions of some of my col-
leagues, at this point I yield the floor. I
will call for a rollcall vote on this matter.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator from Minnesota
advise the Senate what the estimated
cost of this amendment is above and
beyond the proposed basic amendment?

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Once again, as the
Senator from Iowa knows, we have seen
a series of figures. Apparently, the
amendment I offered prior to this one
was going to be $1.2 billion more over
the course of 4 years, and this amend-
ment is approximately half that.

Mr. JEPSEN. That sounds logical and
reasonable, and it is probably as accu-
rate as any figures we might get if we re-
searched it for a couple of hours. So we
will forgo that,

This would be approximately $600 mil-
lion, or approximately one-half of what
the other was, since it would be. semi-
annually instead of annually.

Mr. President, here we go again. We
are talking again about helping dairy
producers work out the problem of ex-
cess supplies, and no matter what hap-
pens today or tomorrow or next year or
10 years or 20 years from now, if they
continue on the basis they have been,
everything is going to be the same, In-
stead of having 70 percent of parity, or
$13.10, we will have excesses of milk and
milk supplies that will bring it down
considerably below that, and somebody
is going to be hurt.
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The fact of life is that we have to get
this under control, and we have to keep
in m'nd on a positive basis the twin ob-
jectives providing both adequate support,
which my basic amendment does, and
also at the same time reducing budget
outlays in the total picture of what this
administration, this Congress, and this
Senate, and my dist'nguished colleague
from Minnesota included, has been try-
ing to do and bring about.

The facts of life are that if the dairy
industry can assure itself of working out
their excess production, as I indicated
before, I would be up front helping them
to increase consumption, thereby assur-
ing that they would not exceed the $750
million which basically the Department
of Agriculture and this Government is
saying that they will subsidize. They will
support to the amount of $750 million
with a base of $13.10 per hundredweight
even if it exceeds that. I just hasten to
point out the dairy industry can assure
itself of an increase by bringing its costs
to the Treasury down below $750 million.

Whether it be the dairy industry, or
I can assure the Senate any other de-
partment, whether it be HHS or HUD,
or some of the spending programs we
have anywhere else, my attitude and
posture is going to be the same thing. It
is a little more difficult, as I say, being
probably one of the few Senators here
who has a direct interest in the dairy
business, but I say this, and I hope that
we will come to an early vote on this
and get voting on my amendment.

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Minnesota yield for a
question regarding this amendment?

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. I yield.

Mr. DIXON. I advise the Senator that
I voted for the motion to table on the
prior amendment proposed by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Minnesota
which I understood to be the amendment
which incorporated the terminology in
8. 884. That is correct, is it not?

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. That is correct.

Mr. DIXON. The amendment the Sen-
ator from Minnesota is now proposing,
as I understand the case, is the amend-
ment that was discussed extensively in
the meetings of the Agriculture Commit-
tee last week concerning the attempt of
the committee to reach some type of an
honorable compromise between the po-
sition that the committee took in its
deliberations which spans several
months as reflected in S. 884 and the
present position of the administration.
Is that correct?

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. The Senator from
Illinois characterizes this amendment
quite correctly when he says it is an
honorable compromise.

Mr. DIXON. As I look at the cost esti-
mates on the farm bill, which were made
available to us by the Congressional
Budget Office during our committee de-
liberations, it is a fair statement, is it
not, that in each of the years 1983
through the outyear 1986, there would be
a substantial savings in this amendment
compared to the prior amendment pro-
posed by the Senator from Minnesota?
Is that true?

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. That is indeed cor-
rect, and I will, after the Senator is
through, correct some of the figures that
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I discussed with the Senator from Iowa
a minute ago.

Mr, DIXON. CBO’s figures show that
over $600 million would be saved over
the period of those 4 years, the life of
this bill, compared to the prior amend-
ment which was rejected on a motion to
table 53 to 41, by this second amend-
ment now being proposed by the distin-
guished Senator from Minnesota; Iis
that correct?

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. The Department of
Agriculture has given us numbers that
indicate that skipping the midyear ad-
justment would bring about a savings of
$170 million so that the savings would
be $680 million between this amendment
and the preceding amendment. If I may
continue for a moment, these last figures
that we received from the administra-
tion were on September 9 and frankly
the difference between my amendment
now and the amendment of the Senator
from Iowa is $26.8 million a year, not
the $500 million or $600 million over the
course of the 4-year farm bill, which
would be $125 million or $150 million a
year. I caution my friend from Illinois
once again that we get a whole bunch of
figures, but at least the last figures we
have show that there is a rather nominal
difference between this amendment and
the administration’s position.

Mr. DIXON. I thank the Senator from
Minnesota and ask him further: Is it
not true that with respect to every single
commodity contained in this bill the
committee in its earnest effort has made
a compromise generally reflected in the
amendment agreed to and proposed by
the distinguished chairman of our com-
mittee, that is, on all the other commod-
ities there has been a compromise,
something that I would refer to as an
honorable compromise reflecting a res-
olution of the differences of opinion as
reflected in S. 884, the committee bill,
and the administration’s position? Is
that not true?

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. That is indeed cor-
rect.

Mr. DIXON. The Senator is now pro-
posing, as I understand it, in his second
amendment, having had his first amend-
ment tabled on a vote of 53 to 41, what
he believes and what many of us in that
committee believed was an honorable
compromise between S. 884 and the posi-
tion of the administration; is that not
the case?

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. I certainly agree
with the Senator.

Mr. DIXON. I just wish to tell the
Senator from Minnesota that I did not
support him on the prior amendment,
but I think this is a good amendment
in the spirit of compromise for the com-
mittee has reached a compromise on
every other commodity. I thank the Sen-
ator for the information he has given me
on this amendment.

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Illinois now yield?

Mr. DIXON. I yield.

Mr. JEPSEN. Did I understand the
Senator to say that there was a big sav-
ings in this amendment over the last
amendment?

Mr. DIXON. Relative to the last
amendment, that is my understanding.
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Mr. JEPSEN, How much of a savings
was there?

Mr. DIXON. Over the total life of the
bill CBO’s figure is over a half billion
dollars, although I think the Senator
from Minnesota told me he thought it
was $680 million.

Mr. JEPSEN. In any event, I point out
that having been in sales management
most of my life, I understand the play
on words and the positive way of pre-
senting something. Here we have an
amendment that cost $1.2 billion which
was just lost and now we are coming up
with an amendment that only costs $600
million; therefore, we save $600 million.
It is kind of like some of the spend-your-
self-rich philosophy that has been tak-
ing place in the last 25 years in Wash-
ington. It is kind of like a drunk trying
to drink himself sober; $600 million sav-
ings does not exist. It is $600 million
additional expense above and beyond
what has been reasonably added to this
program by way of a support that is
proposed in the basic amendment that
I have.

The cost again of the basic amend-
ment plus this one now is, as the Senator
has indicated, $600 million more than
would otherwise be so.

We cannot have it both ways. If we
are going to keep our twin objective of
providing adequate support on a per-
manent and a lasting basis for the dairy
industry and reducing budget outlays,
trying to get a handle on this runaway
inflation and high interest rates and all
the things we are trying to do here, we
cannot do both. We cannot have it both
ways.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I appreciate
the fact that we are going to save half
of what we did not have in the first place.
We are out of money. We are trying to
find ways to squeeze a little more out of
the food stamps and medicare, and those
programs that affect low income
America.

I do not suggest that the dairy farmers
should not have a good program. They
have a good programn.

We have been on a 20-year spending
binge in Congress and are starting to
sober up around here.

We spent our generation’s money, we
spent the next generation's money, and
we are now going on. What is $600 mil-
lion? It is only $600 million. It is $600
million that we are going to have to find
in some other place.

This Senator is willing, if there is any
indication of somehow someone got bet-
ter treated than the dairy farmer, which
I doubt in any farm bill, we will go back
and take a look at the wheat program.
Maybe we can save more money in the
wheat program, maybe we can save more
money in the corn and feedgrain pro-
gram, and maybe we can save more
money in the rice program.

What this Senator wants is to get a
farm bill passed. I thought we had sort
of a loose coalition. It is very loose be-
cause some of those members of the
coalition went the other way. We are
having it both ways and as long as it is
that loose it is all right.

We are talking about $600 million.
That may not be much money in normal
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times, but these are not normal times.
I still have to believe that the farmers
in the State of Kansas and every State
in this country want us to break the back
of high interest rates and break the back
of inflation.

They are willing to make a contribu-
tion. I know a lot of people out here who
are talking to us in the lobby. They do
not get paid for asking for lower prices.
The lobbyists get paid for looking for
higher prices, higher support, more tax
money, and I appreciate that, and I have
supported them a lot, probably should
not have, but I did.

But now we find ourselves in the posi-
tion of whether or not we are going to
have a farm bill at all, which depends,
I think, on the vote on this motion to
table, and I am going to move to table
the amendment in a minute.

So the choice is ours. Some people do
not want a farm bill at all. One way, I
guess, to assure that is to let this motion
fail.

I want to commend the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota. He has been
diligent, he has been stubborn, in the
right way, he has fought every inch of
the way, and I think I admire that—I
know I admire that—in anyone.

But I think, on the other hand, I do
not believe this $600 million we are talk-
ing about is going to save the dairy in-
dustry of America over a 4-year period.
What would save the wheat, dairy, feed-
grain, and other industries is to get the
interest rates down.

We are going to store up—we have
butter we cannot sell, butter I guess we
would not sell, and we have a lot of
things piled up in the storage bins that
cost a lot of money just to keep, and the
farmers are not cutting back their herds.
The milk producers are not cutting back
their herds. Why? Because they are
making a good profit. I just hope we will
defeat this amendment, we will table
this amendment, and then move on to
what I think the distinguished chairman
and Senator HuppLesToNn have worked
out, sort of a bipartisan coalition on
some of the other commodities.

This is one Senator, if the wheat thing
is too high in the eyes of some people,
and the rice thing is too high, who will
go back and take some out of those
programs?

What we need is a farm program, and
we need it very quickly, and we can argue
about whether it is $1 billion or $600
million or zero. This administration and
the Secretary of Agriculture believe in
agriculture. The Secretary is a farmer.
He wants to make a profit.

He is not going to advocate a program
that is not going to make a profit for the
American dairy farmer, and he is not
advocating that now. But there are cer-
tain restraints, and we know what those
restraints are. That does not mean we
cannot try to break those restraints. It
does not mean we all have not partici-
pated in that in the past, and maybe
some of us, all of us, will in the future.
But I hope all those who are members—
we do not have any membership cards in
the coalition—but I think we have an
obligation because we are going to have
up next, I might say, maybe cotton is
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going to be up, and then maybe sugar is
going to be up, and then peanuts are
going to be up, and somebody is going to
think about tobacco, and that will be up.

I want to remind all of those people
that if we do not solve the dairy problem
there will not be any need to talk about
peanuts or tobacco or sugar or anything
else. If this amendment is not tabled,
that is the end of the farm bill so far as
this Senator knows, and I have not dis-
cussed it with the chairman.

So I think it is that serious. It is not
criticism of anybody who offers this
amendment. We have to eat a few now
and then. We ate a few in the tax bill.
Some we could swallow, some we got to
conference with. But I do not want to
shut anyone off before I move to table
the amendment.

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, if I
may just comment very briefly, do not
spend the $600 million before it is out
the door. The administration’s estimates
that we had were just in excess of $100
million over the 4 years.

I again repeat we have never been
down as low in parity as we are going to
go under this suggestion, and that indeed
we should give that an opportunity to
work and see if it will work.

As my colleague from Kentucky, Sena-
tor HuppLEsTON, pointed out, we are not
casting this bill in concrete, and if it
does not work and if, indeed, the popu-
lation of cows goes up and we continue
to have these large surplus this fall, I
will find myself, together with you,
Senator, and Senator JeErsoN and others,
seeking to adjust as we adjusted this
past March the skipping of the semi-
annual adjustment, so we can indeed ad-
just it even after it is passed.

But I believe in the American farm
system. I believe in what I am doing. I
believe that probably it will not cost the
$600 million referred to earlier. The
farmer you spoke about, the low-income
American will suffer. Most farmers are
certainly in that group, and I hope my
colleagues will support this amendment.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I would just
say that some of the other commodities
would like to get up to 70 percent. I do
not know of any other commodity—
maybe peanuts and one other—but that
is not the question here. Maybe parity is
no longer a good measure, maybe it never
was, but wheat is about less than 50 per-
cent, corn is less than 50 percent. If we
could get up to where dairy was, we would
have a problem in this country.

I might also say to the Senator from
Minnesota that we meet every year, and
I have known it to happen before, and if,
in fact, we think we have caused an ad-
verse impact on dairy production, we can
change the law. Congress is meeting, and
I know we have done that in off years be-
fore where we raised parity for dairy be-
cause of an adverse impact. In fact, I
joined Senator Humphrey not very many
years ago in doing that.

So this is not an antidairy producer. It
is an effort to get a farm bill passed and,
therefore, I move to table the amend-
ment.

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, if I
may respond prior to the Senator’s mak-
ing that motion, I agree, as we have dis-
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cussed before, Senator, that indeed your
wheat farmers, due to their efficiency and
due to their productivity——

Mr. DOLE. And due to the embargo.

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Due to the embargo,
about which we both feel the same way,
that the price is not 70 percent of parity.
But certainly their efficiency and pro-
ductivity have risen and compensated to
a large degree for it not being that per-
centage of parity.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. DOLE. I move to table the amend-
ment of the distinguished Senator from
Minnesota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A motion
has been made to table the amendment.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the mo-
tion to lay on the table the amendment
of the Senator from Minnesota. The yeas
and nays have been ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the
Senator from Iowa (Mr. GRASSLEY),
the Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD) ,
and the Senator from Vermont (Mr.
STAFFORD) are necessarily absent.

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. ROBERT
C. Byrp), the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
MATSUNAGA), the Senator from New
York (Mr. Mo¥YNIHAN), and the Senator
from New Jersey (Mr. WILLIAMS) are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from West Virginia
(Mr. RoserT C. BYrp) would vote “nay.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
wishing to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 51,
nays 42, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 255 Leg.]
YEAS—51

Armstrong Hawkins
Baker Havakawsa
Biden Heflin
Bumpers Helms
Byrd, Hollings
Harry P.,Jr. Humphrey
Jepsen
Kassebaum
Lavalt

Pell
Percy

Pryor
Quayle
Roth
Rudman
Schmitt
Simpson
Stevens
Symms
Thurmond
Tower

Lurar
Mathias
Mattingly
MecClure
Murkowski
Nickles

Tsongas
Wal'op
Warner
Weicker

Nunn
Packwood

NAYS—42
Burdick
Chiles
Cohen
Cranston
D'Amato
Danforth
DeConcinl
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Helnz
Huddleston
Inouye
Jackson
Johnston
Easten
Eennedy

Leahy
Levin
Melcher
Metzenbaum
Mitchell
Fresaler Swennis
Proxmire Zorinsky

NOT VOTING—T

Byrd, Robert C. Matsunaga Wwilliams

Grassley Moynihan

Hatfie.d Stafford

So the motion to lay the amendment
(UP No. 359) on the table was agreed to.

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the motion
to lay on the table was agreed to.

Mr. HELMS. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now is on agreeing to the
amendment, as modified, of the Senator
from Iowa.

The amendment (UP No. 356), as
modified, was agreed to.

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further amendment to be proposed?

TP AMENDMENT NO. 380

(Subsequently numbered amendment

No. 544.)

(Purpose: To eliminate acreage allotments,
marketing quotas, poundage quotas, mar-
keting penalties, and other provisions ap-
plicable to the production of peanuts and
authorize a new price support program
for such commodity effective beginning
with 1982 crop)

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I send to
the desk an amendment and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Indiana (Mr. Lucar) for
himself, Mr. PELL, Mr. TSONGAS, Mr. COHEN,
Mr. DANFORTH, Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. Hava~
KAWA, Mr. JEPSEN, Mr. PERCY, Mr. STAFFORD,
Mr. HatFIELD, Mr. RiecreE, Mr. LEvIN, Mr.
HuMPHREY, Mr. BoscHWITZ, Mr. Garn, Mr.
GorToN, Mr. HatcH, Mr. HEiNz, Mr. QUAYLE,
Mr. SPECTER, Mr. GrASSLEY, Mr. RoTH, and
Mr. Doop proposes an unprinted amendment
numbered 360.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent, with the agreement
of the distinguished sponsor of the
amendment, that further reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 197, beginning with line 13, strike
out all down through line 2 on page 212
and insert in lleu thereof the following:

“REPEAL OF EXISTING FROGRAM

“8ec. T01. (a) Effective beginning with the
1982 crop of peanuts, part VI of subtitle B
of title IIT of the Agrieultural Adjustment
Act of 1938 (7 U.8.C. 1357-1359), relating
to peanuts, is repealed.

“(b) Effective beginning with the 1982
crop of peanuts, the Agricultural Act of
1949 is amended—

“(1) by striking out ‘and peanuts' in sec-
tion 101(b); and
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“(2) by striking out ‘peanuts,’ in section

408(c).
“PRICE SUPPORT FOR FEANUTS

“Sgc, 702. Effective beginning with the
1982 crop of peanuts, section 201 of the Agri-
cultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1446) is
amended—

“(1) by inserting ‘peanuts,’ after ‘honey,’
in the language preceding subsection (b);

and
“(2) by adding at the end thereof a new

subsection (g) as follows:

“{g) The prices of the 1982 and subsequent
crops of peanuts shall be supported at such
level as the Secretary considers appropriate,
taking into consideration the eight factors
specified in section 401(b) of this Act, the
cost of production, any change in the index
of prices paid by farmers for production
items, interest, taxes, and wage rates during
the period beginning January 1 and ending
December 31 of the calendar year immedi-
ately preceding the crop year for which the
level of support is being determined, the
demand for peanut oil and meal, expected
prices of other vegetable olls and protein
meals, and the demand for peanuts in for-
elgn markets."”

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, if I may
have the attention of the Senate for just
a moment, I have consulted with the dis-
tinguished author of this a.mendmer_lt
and with the managers of the bill. It is
the intention of the leadership to go out
about 6 or a little after tonight and to
bring the Senate in fairly early tomor-
TOW.

I am advised that Senator Lucar will
take more than a half-hour for him to
make his presentation tonight, so there
will be no further rollcall votes this eve-

ning.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I propose,
on behalf of myself and 28 cosponsors,
an amendment to title VII, the peanut
price support section of S. 884. This
amendment would delete the acreage al-
lotment and poundage quota provisions
contained in S. 884, and substitute a
straightforward loan support program
parallel to those for corn, wheat, soy-
beans, rice, and other crops.

The peanut program began many years
ago when farmers in peanut producing
areas were in difficult straits. Production
was vastly greater than domestic de-
mand, and effective overseas demand at
that time was almost nonexistent.

Starting in the 1930's and continuing
into the mid-1960’s, many commeodities
had rigid production restrictions and
some had marketing controls. We had
acvreage allotments for wheat, corn and
many other crops until 1973, and the
permanent agricultural price stabiliza-
tion law still authorizes such restrictions
for our “basic'” crops. In fact, these reg-
ulations are now seen as outdated and we
do not use them any longer. Today, pea-
nuts are the last food crop for which
these production controls are main-
tained.

The predicament we face is that 59,100
owners of land have allotments on which
peanuts can legally be grown. Most of
these persons do not farm at all; they
rent their allotment to the farmers who
actually produce the peanuts.

In 1979, these rents averaged $115 per
acre, a pure monopoly cost added to the
price of peanuts. In some areas, these
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rents are as high as $400 per acre.
Roughly 20 percent of the cost of pro-
ducing peanuts in the United States is
strictly a monopoly rent paid to 59,100
fortunate individuals and corporations.

Further restrictions on production are
imposed under current law by assigning
each acre a poundage quota to limit over-
all supplies.

Only part of the peanuts grown on an
allotment acre fall within this quota and
are eligible for one level of price sup-
port; the balance are eligible for an-
other, lower level of support. This two-
tiered loan support system sets much
higher loan rates for peanuts consumed
domestically than it does for peanuts
marketed for export or crushed for oil
and meal.

Consumers are the real victims of this
arrangement. According to USDA statis-
tics, the peanut provisions contained in
8. 884 would increase consumer costs by
at least $175 million over the life of the
bill.

In order to oversee all these restric-
tions and regulations, the Government
has underwritten the development of
area grower associations who market
peanuts as agents for both the Commod-
ity Credit Corporation and the growers.
They are the clearinghouses for all pea-
nut price support transactions. They in-
sure that the artificial distinction be-
tween peanuts provided within quotas
and “additional” peanuts is preserved so
thal only high-priced quota peanuts go
to domestic markets.

In addition to the associations, there
is a vast Federal/State inspection team
involved with the quality of peanuts.
The estimated annual cost to the Fed-
eral Government of administering this
program is over $9 million involving
nearly 500 employees, most of them non-
Federal.

To assure consumers of an adequate
supply of fresh, wholesome peanuts, a
price support program is absolutely nec-
essary. Without price supports, tempo-
rary seasonal gluts in production would
cause very erratic prices for farmers and
consumers.

However, the complex web of regula-
tions and restrictions contained in cur-
rent law and S. 884 is not justifiable. The
perils of growing peanuts are very real,
but they are not so drastically different
from the risks attached to other crops
that they warrant such extraordinary
protection.

A simple loan support program similar
to those in effect for other crops, would
offer adequate protection to peanut pro-
ducers, assure consumers of stable prices
and a high quality product, and lower
the administrative and finaneial burden
to the Federal Government.

Mr. President, the current program is
really so badly in error that we simply
need to discard it and move to a sysiem
comparable to those in effect for most
other crops. Consider one example,

In the early 1930's, when soybeans were
a minor crop, American farmers har-
vested about the same number of acres
of peanuts as soybeans. However, peanuts
generated about twice as much income.
By the late 1930's, the value from pro-
ducing soybeans caught up with peanuts.
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But in 1941, marketing quotas and acre-
age allotments were established for pea-
nuts.

Soybean producers, however, opted to
be free from rigid controls and to com-
pete with other commodities. The rest of
the story is well known. World demand
for soybeans exploded. We now plant an-
nually about 70 million acres of soybeans
compared with only 1.6 million acres of
peanuts.

In 1979-80, U.S. soybean exports to-
taled nearly 24 million metric tons, while
U.S. peanut exports amounted to less
than one-half million tons. That same
year, soybeans were the number one cash
crop earner, returnng $13.2 billion to
U.8. farmers and accounting for a tenth
of total U.S. farm cash receipts. This
compares with $0.8 billion for the sale
of peanuts in 1979.

Defenders of the current program as-
sert that would-be reformers are trifiling
with a “fine tuned mechanism,” and that
any change would only bring chaos and
hardship to peanut producers. Similar
warnings were sounded in 1975 when an
allotment system was ended for rice.
‘When the House of Representatives de-
bated ending the allotment system for
rice, Representative Poage, former chair-
man of the House Agriculture Commit-
tee, stated:

I am opposed to this bill, belleving, as I
did last year, that it means the destruction
not only of a successful rice program but also
the demise of several other agricultural pro-
grams and the forcing back into poverty of
8 number of our agricultural producers.

Contrary to the distinguished Con-
gressman's predictions, eliminating the
acreage allotments for rice did not de-
stroy our domestic rice industry. Rice is
now being grown in places where it had
been illegal—in other words, on the land
where it can be produced most efficiently
and cheaply.

Prior to the 1975 reforms, the United
States produced an average of 100.9 mil-
lion hundredweights of rice for the 5 pre-
ceding years. During that same time pe-
riod, total consumption averaged 95 mil-
lion hundredweights per year. This
meant an average yearly surplus of 5.9
million hundredweights.

For the 5 years following the reforms
in the rice program, production increased
to an average of 125 million hundred-
weights, However, for that same time
period, consumption also increased to
125 million hundredweights, bringing
supply and demand into perfect balance.

Rice producers are now responding to
supply and demand signals instead of the
phony price signals caused by Govern-
ment restrictions and are prospering by
doing so.

This current peanut program is a “fine
tuned mechanism" only for the 59,100 al-
lotment owners. To producers forced to
rent allotment rights, and to consumers
paying needlessly high prices for pea-
nuts, this program looks more and more
senseless.

My opponents argue that, because pea-
nuts are perishable and cannct be stored
for long periods of time, any change in
the current peanut program would cause
the entire marketing system for peanuts
to collapse, leaving peanuts in the fields




20562

to spoil. It is preposterous to assert that
the market economy wotld allow a valu-
able resource such as peanuts simply to
go to waste.

The perishability issue arises only be-
cause of today’s statie situation in which
Government policy has obviated the pos-
sibility of futures markets or other mar-
ket-ordering apparatus.

Shortly after I announced that I would
offer my peanut amendment during the
floor debate of the farm bill, I received a
letter from the New Orleans Futures Ex-
change expressing an interest in setting
up a futures market for peanuts if our
reforms were adopted. As outlined in the
letter, one of the criteria for establishing
a futures market is no rigid governmental
price controls.

Unless my amendment is adopted
there will continue to be no futures mar-
ket for peanuts, denying peanut farmers
of the opportunity in a market economy
to hedge, to employ delayed pricing, and
to forward contracts.

President Reagan is making a strong
effort to place our economic emphasis on
supply-side economics and free market
principles.

Unfortunately, none of these policies
are reflected in the peanut provisions
contained in S. 884. Until Congress can
see its way toward eliminating restrictive
programs whose advantages are confined
to a select few, long-term economic re-
covery remains unlikely.

We have talked about attacking infla-
tion on the supply side. Supply-side eco-
nomics means creating those conditions
in which people are most likely to allo-
cate scarce resources successfully. In that
sense, the amendment that my colleagues
and I have offered is a supply-side eco-
nomic bill.

It offers incentives for people to use
their best judgment, with the freedom to
grow or not to grow peanuts as they see
flt. We aim to encourage peanut produc-
tion on those farms on which peanuts
can be produced most efficiently. Only
this sort of system is consistent with the
philosophy of the new administration,
and with the agricultural heritage
through which we have prospered.

(Mr. COHEN assumed the chair.)

Mr. LUGAR. During the course of the
debate on the farm bill substitute lan-
guage has been offered to S. 884, which
I would want to acknowledge, by the dis-
tinguished chairman of the committee
and at least nine other members of the
committee.

The provisions of S. 884 have been
modified in four significant ways: Pirst
of all, the majority of the committee
have reduced the national poundage
quota from 1.3 to 1.24 thousand tons.

Second, they have reduced the quota
of loan rate to $596 per ton—and that
is in contrast to the $631 listed initially
in S. 884, a reduction of $35 per ton.

Third, they provide that there shall be
no criminal penalties for violation of
peanut marketing quotas; and, fourth,
they have provided that no person may
exercise allotment rights without suf-
ficient tillable land to support the allot-
ment. Any allotment/quota surrendered
for lack of tillable land shall revert to
a pool to be distributed to new growers.
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I would say, Mr. President, that I
acknowledged the contributions made by
the authors of the new language and
clearly they are a step forward. Without
knowing precisely the cost figures, I ac-
cept the fact that most of the peanut
program, as represented originally by S.
884, has been substantially limited.
Some would argue, as may the authors
of the new language, that the net cost
estimates will come out at zero.

It seems to me important to acknowl-
edge at the outset of th's debate, Mr.
President, that the total cost of the
peanut program is not the major issue
here. It is an important issue and, to
the extent that participants in the de-
bate have narrowed that focus so that
it does not become an issue, so much the
better for the American taxpayers and
for the strength of the farm bill.

Very clearly, the changes made are
an acknowledgement that many farm-
ers in this country resent the fact that
they cannot plant peanuts on their land.
That rema!ns a fundamental issue that
has not been dissipated by changes
made in the bill thus far. It is a key issue
in my amendment. I suspect that it will
be unique in my amendment, as opposed
to secondary amendments or substitutes
that may be offered.

I am saying, Mr. President, in essence,
that the right to grow peanuts in this
country ought not to be allotted to any-
one by inheritance, by passing on from
year to year, nor to involve monopoly
rents.

Mr. President, representation has been
made in the course of the committee
markup of this legislation, and certainly
many Members have heard arguments
orally or written in the press, that the
peanut system represents a way of life;
that it is an ingrained part of the fabric
of at least 10 States in which there are
substantial numbers of peanut growers;
and that one problem with my amend-
ment, among others, is that it uproots
that entire system in one fell swoop, that
it takes what has been thoroughly in-
grained over the course of over 40 years
and not only uproots it but places pea-
nuts in precisely the same situation as
soybeans and corn and other commodi-
ties that we have been discussing.

Mr, President, the numbers involved in
the peanut situation are relatively small.
In the same way that I acknowledge that
the cost of the total program is almost
minuscule in comparison to the dairy
debate we have just had or the target
price support situation that we shall
have, and those are very big figures, pea-
nut figures are very small.

By the same token, it seems to me that
those who are proposing the current sys-
tem or minor modifications of it are hard
pressed to point out how 59,100 plots
scattered over 10 States so visibly affects
the fabric or are of such fundamental
political and economic importance. The
numbers simply do not add up to that.

As a matter of fact, in the States that
are involved, the numbers, at most, do not
come out to more than 20,000-plus in
the largest case and, as I recall, 15,000
in the second largest. These are impor-
tant figures.

But to say that the entire fabric, the
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ethic, the sociological and political struc-
ture rests on those numbers is to stretch
credibility.

The peanut project has always been
very small. I would submit this is one
reason it has escaped attention. It has
been extremely complex, and the amount
of money involved has often seemed
hardly worth the attention, perhaps, of
the committee or of Senators and, thus, a
system which, on the face of it seems to
me to be vastly unfair, as one compares
different crops and how they are treated
in this country, has escaped minor at-
tention. As a matter of fact, many per-
sons have simply thrown up their hands
in trying to figure out what the whole
peanut situation was about.

In my initial paragraph, I tried to de-
scribe it succinetly. But I want to doso in
one other way.

The facts of peanuts are that some
time ago an allotment system was set
up, which means that the number of
acres in the country planted with peanuts
was limited. So there is the first limita-
tion—z number of acres in this country
that can be planted; the same acres, as a
matter of fact, owned by 59,100 people.
A limitation of acres.

Now, in years past, that was sufficient.
But in due course farmers became more
efficient in producing peanuts. As a re-
sult, the number of peanuts that could
be grown on £ numbers of acres grew by
a multiple of almost three. As a result, to
maintain a limited supply, a second re-
striction came into being—poundage
quotas.

In short, Mr. President, the limitation
first persists that you must plant peanuts
on a specific one of 59,100 plots, but, hav-
ing done that, only a certain number of
pounds can be marketed at the first tier
loan rate.

If you are an efficient peanut farmer
and you, in fact, produce, as most effi-
cient peanut farmers do, more pounds
of peanuts than will be supported by the
first tier loan rate, you would qualify for
a second tier. Those peanuts could go into
the export trade or they could be crushed
for oil and they would be supported by a
different and much lower loan rate.

Nowhere in this system, Mr. President,
is there the possibility for a farmer in
Indiana, for example, to plant peanuts,
because there are no plots available. In
the event that a farmer in Indiana should
finally qualify for a plot due to new leg-
islation or some change of the system,
that farmer would then have to be very
careful how many pounds he produced of
peanuts, and a rigid system of segregat-
ing the sheep from the goats literally
pertains, with a good number of people
spending a lot of time making certain
the two were not confused.

Under this type of an agricultural set-
up, as I have illustrated in my statement,
peanuts have hardly flourished as a crop
in this country. As a matter of fact, they
have lost ground consistently. They are a
battle crop. They represent all that oc-
curs when something literally withers on
the vine due to special interests and over-
protection and minute attention to the
detail that the laws be rigidly followed
without deviation.

It is interesting, Mr. President, that
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one of the substitute proposals made into
this legislation yesterday addressed the
thought that there would be no criminal
penalties for violation of peanut market-
ing quotas.

It may come as a surprise to many
Senators that we should be addressing
the thought of obviating criminal pen-
alties, that there could be anything that
serious about planting peanuts in this
country.

But, Mr. President, the people in-
volved in peanuts have taken this issue
very seriously, extraordinarily seriously.

The issue has been taken so seriously
that what really, in fact, almost could
be a point of humor is talzen almost as a
matter of honor. I simply must say, Mr.
President, that I think we have an inter-
esting debate here, but this is not a
monumental national question.

It is an extraordinary event for some-
one offering an amendment to try to
minimize the scope of the amendment,
but I think it is simply important to put
in perspective that bit by bit it will
whittle down the cost of the program,
and I congratulate those who have done
that. They have certainly moved in the
right direction. What they have also done
is to minimize the crop. We have never
had a vibrant peanut industry and we
shall never have one under these con-
ditions.

Those who are champions of peanuts,
those involved in the dynamic aspects of
the peanut industry, of course support
legislation that will make it possible for
them to plant.

What I am proposing, Mr. President, is
simply that pzanuts ke planted in the
most efficient places in this country; that
the interests of consumers and the in-
dustry will flourish if, in fact, efficient
producers are allowed to make this crop
grow; that an efficient marketing fu-
tures industry be allowed to flourish;
that the principles established when the
rice situation changed atruvily in 1975
would pertain dramatically to peanuts
in 1981.

It is an extraordinary point of view,
perhaps, for some to encompass, Mr.
President, but the points that T am mak-
ing are pro peanut industry, pro peanut
grower. The only persons who are in
difficulty with this particular amend-
ment are those among the 59,100 who do
not grow peanuts. who have land which
was basically inefficient for peanut grow-
ing to begin with. those who have been
obtaining monopoly rents.

Now, Mr. President, the case has been
made with regard to the latter that in
this 59,100 group in our society scattered
over 10 States there are many poor peo-
ple. The suggestion has been made that
granted the system is not efficient, grant-
ed it does not nertain to the market
economy, granted it reallv has been dis-
astrous for the growth. relatively, of pea-
nuts in relation to soybeans, rice. or any-
thing else going on in our economy, the
whole thing ought to be perpetuated be-
cause there ar> many persons over the
course of 40-some years of this system
who now have grown old owning plots
of land, who are old and poor, and who
have small plots besides.
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Mr, President, it is not long ago that
we debated the so-called minimum pay-
ment in social security on this floor. The
case was also made that that $122 pay-
ment might in some cases be denied to
individuals in our society who were old
and poor. The President of the United
States and the leadership of both Houses
have pledged to try to identify those per-
sons and to try to make the system whole
to help them. It is not a far-fetched
parallel, Mr. President, in terms of argu-
ing this situation.

A careful analysis of 59,100 would show
that there are, among those plots, some
held by persons who are old and poor,
It would show that certain amounts of
income, albeit rather small ones, have
been counted upon by these elderly and
poverty-stricken individuals.

The case might well be that the peanut
program that is being maintained in its
current status is an appropriate way to
handle social security or income transfer
for those individuals; that, in fact, it is
not an agricultural program at all; that
it ought not to be judged on the basis
of having anything to do with agriculture
in this country; that, as a matter of fact,
it is a welfare program, a benign one
in which good people are participating
and receiving income from monopoly
rents in this form; that to break all that
up and to create an agricultural program
out of this would do violence to the
memories of those persons who have held
on so long and so well.

Mr. FPresident, that simply will not
work. I appreciate the compassion in the
statements made in behalf of persons
who have in fact been receiving these
payments. I have no doubt that we ought
to take a look at their situations, and,
as a compassionate Congress, try to deal
with that in a transfer payment income
maintenance program outside the agri-
culture bill.

But, Mr. President, the time has come
to take a look at the last commodity that
we can use for food, and a very good one,
a product that is enjoyed and used by
many Americans and would, in fact, be
enjoyed by many more, if, in fact, we
had a dynamic market, if we had mar-
keting at all, as a macter of fact. Those
who really champion the cause of pea-
nuts will be for my amendment. They
will be for it because it brings peanuts
into the 1980's, into a dynamic supply-
side situation in which peanuts are really
marketed and in which we move on.

Mr. President, I appreciate one more
set of arguments that has been offered
with regard to this bill, I mention this
situation simply because each one of us
in our various constituencies have groups
of people we have tried to serve well. I
think anyone who sits around the table
in the Agriculture Committee appreci-
ates precisely the predicament of Sena-
tors who want to make certain that the
arguments are well made for constituent
groups in their States, whether they be
agricultural, whether they be industrial,
or whoever. as a matter of fact, that they
may be arguing for.

I avpreciate the fervor, the sincerity,
with which the distinguished chairman
of our committee and the distinguished
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Senator from Alabama (Mr. HEFLIN)
and others, have argued this point dur-
ing markup and subsequently, in very
vigorous defense of a case that I think
is very tough to make except on emotion-
al grounds, compassionate grounds, wel-
fare grounds, on historical grounds—it
happened a long time ago and it is very
hard to change at one time—on the
ground that we have not really consid-
ered the details sufficiently in the course
of time; that most Senators are unaware
of the complexity of the program; that
if, in fact, we knew how finely tuned all
this was we would not disrupt it.

But, Mr. President, ultimately, pea-
nuts and the peanut-growing constitu-
ency have to stand a test of rationality
and fairness the same as any other group
of people.

There is no objective reason why pea-
nuts should be treated differently than
soybeans, corn, wheat, the dairy farmers
we have discussed throughout most of
this day, or any other group in our so-
ciety. There is no reason at all, Mr.
President, why the peanut program must
remain a special program beyond scru-
tiny, and prior to this year, any real at-
tempt to understanding the program.

I think, Mr. President, that the ma-
jority of the Senate now understands the
program and they are sympathetic, with
those who are going to vote on the proc-
ess of this program being changed.

Mr. President, I think the argument
can be made in due course that, as op-
posed to such an abrupt change, a total
change, we ought to have incremental
change, we ought to feather this in year
by year over a long period of time.

I appreciate that sort of an argument.
It is one that I shall argue against.

The scope and size of this program can
best be met by meeting it head on pres-
ently. This is the time when we focus on
it, and the Senate shall not focus on this
problem very often.

Mr, President, my case is one for the
end of allotments, for the end of the
poundage arrangements, the tiers 1 and
2. It is for a system like that which is
enjoyed by those who produce other com-
modities comparable to peanuts. It in-
volves loans and purchases of the Secre-
tary of Agriculture, in his discretion.

It is a type of discretion that will make
certain that the cost of the program is
minimal because the Secretary will not
offer loan rates that, in fact, cause out-
lays. I mention that because it came up
during the course of our markup, an
argument that, somehow or other, my
proposal, with present market economics,
would be extraordinarily costly. That is
impossible, by definition. The Secretary
is not going to set loan rates that cost the
Treasury money, by definition. He will
make certain that the net cost of this is
zero. But he will have the discretion to
do so, taking a look at marketing objec-
tive facts, year by year, and supplies that
are available.

The Secretary will be in favor of seeing
this crop of peanuts in our country grow,
become a vital domestic and foreign
market, in the same way that so many of
our other great crops have literally taken
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off after this type of complex situation
was removed from them.

Mr. President, I ask for consideration
of these arguments. I obviously await
further debate from my colleagues. I am
hopeful that they will find favor and,
in due course, pass my amendment by
a majority vote.

(Mrs. KASSEBAUM assumed the
chair.)

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, I do
not think the able Senator from Indiana
has any doubt about my respect and
affection for him. We have discussed the
peanut program on a number of occa-
sions. I have learned that, at least on
this subject, I am absolutely without
any persuasive power on him whatso-
ever, insofar as this issue is concerned.
I respect him nonetheless. I am not go-
ing to make or even attempt to make,
at this hour, a rebuttal of the arguments
so ably presented by the distinguished
Senator from Indiana. I will say that
what he is proposing involves a number
of aspects, none of which I consider to
be particularly wise.

For example, he is proposing an an-
nual outlay of up to $325,450,000 for the
peanut program, the outlay being from
the Commodity Credit Corporation. And
that is per year, Madam President. That
is not over the life of this bill; that is
PEeT year.

Contrast that, if you will, Madam
President, to the fact which the Senator
from Indiana acknowledges, that we—
meaning the Agriculture Committee or
the majority of the committee—propose
that not 1 thin dime of cost be attrib-
uted to this program.

Mr. LUGAR. Will the distinguished
Senator yield for a question on that?

Mr. HELMS. If the distinguished Sen-
ator will let me finish my point, I shall
be delighted to yield to him.

The loss, Madam President, under the
proposal by the distinguished Senator
from Indiana, will be $196,075,000 a year.
That is loss, the nonrecoverables, as
the budget people say. The $325,450,000
figure I mentioned earlier would be the
CCC's outlay. That is the dollar side of
this argument. I think we clearly win it
and I think the Senator from Indiana
indicated that we would win that because
our proposal contemplates zero loss.

Before I proceed, let me yield to my
friend.

Mr. LUGAR. Madam President, I ap-
preciate the distinguished Senator’s
yielding.

During the course of my remarks,
does the Senator recall that I indicated
that my proposal would have zero cost,
simply by definition of the Secretary
having offered a loan rate which would
make the cost zero? Therefore, the total
argument is a washout with regard to
cost. Both systems, that proposed by the
distinguished Senator from North Caro-
lina and the one of my loan rates pro-
posed by the Secretary would come, I
gather, to zero.

Does the Senator recall that? Where,
in my remarks, would there be any sug-
gestion of a $320 million outlay in any
particular year?

Mr. HELMS. I do not think the Sec-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

retary would agree with the Senator on
those figures, but we shall get to that to-
morrow in some detail when we discuss
this fully. The simple truth is that we
have to use a loan rate established at a
reasonable percentage of parity. The
Senator himself suggested 68 percent in
his press conference the other day on this
issue.

I do not say that in any hostility. I am
not trying to paint the Senator into a
corner, but he cannot have it both ways.

Mr. LUGAR. Will the Senator yield
once again for a short question?

Mr. HELMS. With the understanding
that I did not interfere with the Sen-
ator’s discourse, I am glad to yield again.

Mr. LUGAR. Madam President, did the
Senator, in the course of reading my
press conference transcript, see any evi-
dence of the figure of 68 percent? If so, I
simply plead that that figure was not
used. As I recall, the only time it might
have been used was in a hypothetical
argument that occurred during markup.
My argument today did not say 68 per-
cent, nor did I the other day. I simply
inquire of the Senator whether he has
any retrospect on that question?

Mr. HELMS. I stand corrected. The
staff said it was earlier this year that the
Senator did use 68 percent. The Senator
is entirely correct about that.

Madam President, Senator Lucar and
I have discussed the peanut program. I
tried my best to make the argument that
the Senate floor—during a debate on a
farm bill, which is fraught with com-
plications aside from the peanut pro-
gram—is not the place even to consider
jerking the rug out from under countless
thousands of people who, in good faith,
have invested in the peanut program
through the years.

I say readily to the Senator from In-
diana that I do not know what my posi-
tion would be if this peanut program or
any other farm program, for that matter,
were to be proposed for creation at this
time. What I have said to the Senator,
and I ask him to correct me if I am
wrong, is that what we ought to do is re-
duce the cost of the peanut program to
zero, and then have the Senator intro-
duce a bill, as opposed to an amendment
on the farm bill, to take a look at the
peanut program and perhaps others.
Then let us have the fairness to call in
witnesses to ascertain for certain the
damage that will be done to people who
have invested in a Government program
through the years and to make sure that
we do not heap inequity upon them.

I have pledged to the Senator that
if he will do that, as chairman of the
Committee on Agriculture, I will imme-
diately call hearings on such a piece of
legislation. I do not know how to be
fairer than that. I reiterate to the Sen-
ator that I will do precisely that.

But to come here at this time, in ef-
fect, to destroy the program, with how
many Senators on the floor? One, two,
three, four, five, six—seven, counting
the able Senator from Kansas, who is
presiding. No Senator is likely to be in
his office listening to this debate on the
loudspeaker at this hour.

This is not an emotional question: it
is not a welfare question; it is a ques-
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tion of equity. It is a question of fair-
ness. It is a question as to whether we
really want to jerk the rug out from
under people who, in good faith, have
invested in a program enacted years
ago by Congress, and to do so at an
additional cost, in terms of potential
loss, of $196,075,000 per year.

I say to my friend from Indiana that
if the shoe were on the other foot and
the Senator were a peanut State rep-
resentative and this were proposed to
affect adversely his constituents, I would
be standing here and saying, “Senator
LuGar, you have an ally to insist on
fairness to the people of Indiana.”

Madam President, that is about all T
am going to say this evening. I have
comments which I will make tomorrow
in explanation of the program.

I do hope the Senate will approach
this matter in a spirit of fairness, con-
sidering the countless thousands of peo-
ple who will be affected adversely; and,
considering the offer I have made re-
peatedly, not only to the Senator from
Indiana but also to others interested in
this type of legislation, that we will have
hearings and we will have hearings
promptly. And, there will be no effort
by the Senator from North Carolina, as
chairman of the Committee on Agricul-
ture, Nutrition, and Forestry to bottle
up any bill.

I simply say that this is neither the
t'me nor the place to take such drastic
action as contemplated under the Sen-
ator's amendment.

I yield to the Senator from Georgia.

UP AMENDMENT NO. 361

(Subsequently numbered amendment

No. 545.)

(Purpose: To provide a new program for
peanuts for the 1982 through 1985
crops)

Mr, MATTINGLY. Madam President,
I have an amendment at the desk, and
I offer it as a substitute for the amend-
ment by Senator Lucar, and I ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from Georgla (Mr. MATTINGLY )
proposes an unprinted amendment numbered
361 in the nature of & substitute for un-
printed amendment numbered 360.

Mr. MATTINGLY. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

In lieu of the language proposed to be
inserted, insert the following:

TITLE VII—PEANUTS
SUSPENSION OF MARKETING QUOTAS AND
ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS

Sec. 701. Effective only for the 1982
through 1885 crops of peanuts, sections 858,
358a, 359, and 371 and part 1 of subtitle C
of title IIT of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act of 1938 are amended as follows:

(1) Subsections (a) through (j) of section
358 shall not be applicable to the 1982
through 1985 crops of peanuts.

(2) Subsections (a) through (h) of sec-
tion 358a shall not be applicable to the 1982
through 1985 crops of peanuts.
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(3) Bubsections (a)., (b), (d), and (e) of
section 359 shall not be applicable to the
1982 through 1985 crops of peanuts.

(6) Part I of subtitle C of title III shall
not be applicable to the 1982 through 1985
crops of peanuts.

NATIONAL POUNDAGE QUOTA AND FARM
POUNDAGE QUOTA

Sec. T02. Effective for the 1882 through
1985 crops of peanuts, section 358 of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 1is
amended by adding at the end thereof new
subsections (k) through (q) as follows:

“(k) Not later than December 1 of each
year, the Secretary shall announce a mini-
mum national poundage quota for peanuts
for the next marketing year. The minimum

national poundage quota for each of the -

1982 through 1985 crops of peanuts shall not
be less than 1,100,000 tons reduced in each
such crop year, as provided In subsection
{m) of this section, by the amount of any
forfeited poundage quotas.

“(1) The minimum national poundage
quota established under subsection (k) of
this section shall be apportioned among the
States on the following basis: The poundage
quota allocated to each State shall be equal
to the percentage of the national poundage
quota allocated to farms in the State for
1981, and such State poundage quota shall
be allocated among the counties within such
State in accordance with regulations estab-
lished by the Secretary and in accordance
with the provisions of subsection (o) of this
section, taking into consideration each
county’s historical production of peanuts.

“(m) A farm base production poundage
shall be established for each farm which had
an acreage allotment for the 1981 crop year.
The farm base production poundage for any
such farm shall be the same as the farm
base production poundage for such farm for
the 1981 marketing year. Such farm base
production poundage shall be the same for
such farm for the 1982 through 1985 market-
ing years, except that if the farm base pro-
duction poundage, or any part thereof, is
permanently transferred in accordance with
sectlon 358a of this Act, the receiving farm
shall be considered as possessing the farm
base production poundage (or portion there-
of) of the transferring farm for all subse-
quent marketing years. If any part of the
farm base production poundage is allocated
to & farm on which there Is inadequate
cropland available on the date of the enact-
ment of the Agriculture and Food Act of
1981 to produce the amount of the farm
base production poundage on such farm, the
portion of such farm base production
poundage that cannot be produced on such
farm shall be forfeited, and, to the extent
such farm base production poundage Is
comprised of quota poundage, such quota
shall be subtracted from the national
poundage quota for all subsequent years,
except that in any case in which the farm
base production poundage (or any portion
thereof) was leased for production in 1980
or 1981, the farm base production pound-
age (or portion thereof) shall be allocated
to the farm to which it was most recently
leased.

“{n) For each farm for which a farm base
production poundage was established for the
the 1981 crop of peanuts, and when neces-
sary for purposes of this Act, a farm yleld
of peanuts shall be determined for each
farm. Such yield shall be equal to the aver-
age of the actual yield per acre on the farm
for each of the three crop years in which
ylelds were highest on the farm out of the
five crop years 1973 through 1977. In the
event that peanuts were not produced on
the farm in at least 3 years during such
five year period or there was a substantial
change in the operation of the farm during
such period (including, but not limited to,
& change in operator, lessee who is an opera-
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tor, or Irrigation practices), the BSecretary
shall have a yleld appraised for the farm. The
appraised yleld shall be that amount deter-
mined to be falr and reasonable on the basis
of ylelds established for similar farms which
are located in the area of the farm and on
which peanuts were produced, taking into
consideration land, labor, and equipment
available for the production of peanuts, crop
rotation practices, soll and water, and other
relevant factors.

“(0)(1) A farm povndage cvota shall be
established by the Becretary for each mar-
keting year for each farm for which a farm
base production poundage was established
for the 1881 crop of p.anuts. and such farm
poundage quota shall be equal to the farm
base production poundage multiplied by the
factor determined by dividing the State
poundage quota established in subsection
(1) of this section by the sum total of all
farm base production poundages in effect
in such State for the 1881 marketing year.

“{2) The poundage quota so determined
shall be increased by the number of pounds
by which marketings of quota peanuts from
the farm during previous marketing years
(excluding any marketing year before the
marketing year for the 1980 crop) were less
than the farm poundage guota.

““(8) For any crop of peanuts, a quantity
of peanuts equal to the quantity of peanuts
undermarketed during such previous years
may be produced and marketed in sub-
sequent years, and such quantity of pea-
nuts (undermarketing carry; forward) shall
be considered quota peanuts, except that In
order to gqualify for such undermarketing
carry forward in any year, a producer must
have planted an acreage on the farm to pea-
nuts in the previous year which, when mul-
tiplied by the farm yield of peanuts as de-
termined in accordance with subsection (n)
of this section would have ylelded 76 per
centum of the quota poundage for the farm
for peanuts for such previous year.

“(4) Notwithstanding the foregoing pro-
visions of this subsectlon, if the total of all
increases under paragraph (2) of this sub-
section in individual farm poundage quotas
exceeds 5 per centum of the national pound-
age quota for the marketing year, the Secre-
tary shall adjust such Increases so that the
total of all such Increases does not exceed
5 per centum of the national poundage
quota.

“(p) Not later than December 15 of each
calendar year the Secretary shall conduct a
referendum of farmers engaged in the pro-
duction of quota peanuts in the calendar
year in which the referendum is held to
determine whether such farmers are in favor
of or opposed to poundage gquotas with re-
spect to the crops of peanuts produced in the
four calendar years immediately following
the year in which the referendum is held,
except that, if as many as two-thirds of the
farmers voting in any referendum vote In
favor of poundage guotas, no referendum
shall be held with respect to quotas for the
second, third and fourth years of the period.
The Secretary shall proclaim the results of
the referendum within 30 days after the date
on which it is held, and, if more than one-
third of the farmers voting in the referen-
dum vote against quotas, the Secretary also
shall proclaim that poundage quotas will
not be in effect with respect to the crop of
peanuts produced in the calendar year im-
mediately followlng the calendar year in
which the referendum is held.

"(q) For the purposes of this part and title
I of the Agricultural Act of 1949—

“(1) ‘quota peanuts’ means, for any mar-
keting year, any peanuts produced on a farm
having a farm base production poundage, as
determined in subsection (m) of this sec-
tion, which are eligible for domestic edible
use as determined by the Secretary, which
are marketed or considered marketed from
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a farm, and which do not exceed the farm
poundage quota of such farm for such year;

“{2) ‘additional peanuts’ means, for any
marketing year (A) any peanuts which are
marketed from a farm for which a farm base
production poundage has been established
and which are in excess of the marketings of
quota peanuts from such farm for such year,
and (B) all peanuts marketed from a farm
for which no farm base production pound-
age has been established in accordance with
subsection (o) of this section;

“(3) ‘crushing’ means the processing of
peanuts to extract oll for food uses and meal
for feed uses, or the processing of peanuts
by crushing or otherwise when authorized
by the Secretary; and

“(4) 'domestic edible use’ means use for
milling to produce domestic food peanuts
and use on & farm for purposes other than
for seed.”.

SALE, LEASE, OR TRANSFER OF FARM BASE
PRODUCTION POUNDAGE

Sec. 703. Effective for the 1982 through
1985 crops of peanuts, section 36B8a of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1838 is
amended by adding at the end thereof new
subsections (i) and (J) as follows:

(1) The owner or operator of any farm
for which a farm base production poundage
has been established under this Act may,
subject to such terms, conditions, or limita-
tions as the Secretary may prescribe, sell or
lease any part of the right to all or any part
of such farm base production poundage to
any other owner or operator of a farm within
the same State for transfer to such farm.
The owner of a farm shall be permitted to
transfer all or any part of such farm's farm
base production poundage to any other farm
owned or controlled by him.

() Transfers (including transfer by sale
or lease) of farm base production poundage
under this section shall be subject to the
following conditions (1) no transfer of farm
base production poundage from a farm sub-
ject to a mortgage or other lien shall be
permitted unless the transfer is agreed to
by the lienholders; (2) no transfer of farm
base production poundage shall be permitted
if the county committee determines that the
recelving farm does not have adequate crop-
land to produce the farm poundage quota;
(3) no transfer of farm base production
poundage shall be effective until a record
thereof is filed with the country committee
of the county to which such transfer is made
and such committee determines that the
transfer complles with the provisions of this
sectlon; and (4) such other terms and con-
ditions which the Secretary may by regula-
tions prescribe.”.

MARKETING FENALTIES, DISPOSITION OF
ADDITIONAL FEANUTS

Sec. T04. Effective only for the 19882
through 1985 crops of peanuts, section 358
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsections:

*(f) (1) The marketing of any peanuts for
domestic edible use in excess of the farm
poundage quota for the farm on which such
peanuts are produced shall be subject to
penalty at a rate equal to 140 per centum of
the support price for quota peanuts for the
marketing year (August 1 through July 31)
in which such marketing occurs. The mar-
keting of any additional peanuts from a farm
shall be subject to the same penalty unless
such peanuts, in accordance with regulations
established by the Secretarv, are either (A)
placed under loan at the additional loan rate
in effect for such peanuts under section 108
of the Agricultural Act of 1949 and not re-
deemed by the producers, (B) marketed
through an area marketing assoclation des-
fgnated pursuant to section 108(c) of the
Agricultural Act of 1949, or (C) marketed
under contracts between handlers and pro-
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ducers, pursuant to the provisions of subsec-
tion (j) of this section. Such penalty shall
be paid by the person who buys or otherwlse
acquires the peanuts from the producer, or
if the peanuts are marketed by the producer
through an agent, the penalty shall be paid
by such agent, and such person or agent may
deduct an amount equivalent to the penalty
from the price paid to the producer. If the
person required to collect the penalty falls
to collect such penalty, such person and all
persons entitled to share in the peanuts mar-
keted from the farm or the proceeds thereof
shall be jointly and severally liable for the
amount of the penalty. Peanuts produced in
a calendar year in which farm poundage
quotas are in effect for the marketing year
beginning therein shall be subject to such
quotas even though the peanuts are market-
ed prior to the date on which such market-
ing year begins. If any producer falsely iden-
tifies or fails to certify planted acres or falls
to account for the disposition of any pea-
nuts produced on such planted acres, an
amount of peanuts equal to the farm'’s aver-
age yield, as determined under section 358
(n) of this Act, times the planted acres,
shall be deemed to have been marketed in
violation of permissible uses of quota and
additional peanuts and the penalty in re-
spect thereof shall be paid and remitted by
the producer.

*(2) The Secretary shall authorize. under
such regulations as he shall prescribe, the
county committees established under sec-
tion 8(b) of the Soil Conservation and Do-
mestic Allotment Act to walve or reduce
marketing penalties provided for under this
subsection in cases in which such commit-
tees determine that the violations which
were the basls of the penalties were uninten-
tional or without knowledge on the part of
the parties concerned. Errors in weight which
do not exceed one-tenth of 1 per centum in
the case of any one marketing document
shall not be considered marketing violations
except in cases of fraud or conspiracy.

"(8) The person llable fo: payment or col-
lection of any penalty provided for in this
section shall be liable also for interest there-
on at a rate per annum equal to the rate
of interest which was charged the Commodity
Credit Corporation by the Treasury of the
United States on the date such penalty be-
came due.

“(4) The provisions of this section shall
not apply to peanuts produced on any farm
on which the acreage harvested for nuts is
one acre or less If the producers who share
in the peanuts produced on such #rm do
not share in the peanuts produced on any
other farm.

'(5) Until the amount of the penalty pro-
vided by this section is paid, a lien on the
crop of peanuts with respect to which such
penalty is incurred, and on any subsequent
crop of peanuts subject to marketing quotas
in which the person liable for payment of
the penalty has an interest shall be in effect
in favor of the United States.

*“(6) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the liability for and the amount of
any penalty assessed under this section shall
be determined in accordance with such pro-
cedures as the Secretary by regulations may
prescribe. The facts constituting the basis
for determining the liability for or amount
of any penalty assessed under this sectlon,
when officially determined in conformity with
the applicable regulations prescribed by the
Secretary, shall be final and conclusive and
shall not be reviewable by any other office
Or agency of the Government or any court
of law. Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued as prohibiting any court of competent
Jjurisdiction from reviewing any determina-
tlon made by the Secretary with respect to
whether such determination was made in
conformity with the applicable law and regu-
lations. All penalties imposed under this sec-
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tion shall for all purposes be considered civil
penalties.

“(g) Additional peanuts shall not be re-
tained for use on a farm except for use as
seed and shall not be marketed for domestic
edible use.

“(h) Upon a finding by the Secretary that
the peanuts marketed from any crop for do-
mestic edible use by a handler are larger in
quantity or higher in grade or quality than
the peanuts that could reasonably be pro-
duced from the quantity of peanuts having
the grade, kernel content, and quality of the
quota peanuts acquired by such handler from
such crop for such marketing, such handler
shall be subject to a penalty equal to 120
per centum of the loan level for quota pea-
nuts on the quantity of peanuts which the
Secretary determines are In excess of the
quantity, grade, or guality of the peanuts
that could reasonably have been produced
from the peanuts so acquired.

"(1) The Secretary shall require that the
handling and disposal of additional peanuts
be supervised by agents of the Secretary or
by area marketing associations designated
pursuant to section 108(c) of the Agricul-
tural Act of 1949. Quota and additional pea-
nuts of like type and segregation or quality
may, under regulations prescribed by the
Secretary, be commingled and exchanged on
& dollar value basis to facilitate warehousing,
handling, and marketing.

“()) Handlers may, under regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary, contract with pro-
ducers for the purchase of additional peanuts
for crushing, export, or both. All such con-
tracts shall be completed and submitted to
the Secretary (or if designated by the Sec-
retary, the area marketing assocliation) for
approval prior to April 15 of the year in
which the crop is produced, except that if
any handler contracts with a producer for
additional peanuts produced on a farm for
which a farm base production poundage has
been established at a price equal to or more
than 105 per centum of the loan level for
quota peanuts not in excess of the farm base
production poundage, such peanuts may be
utilized as quota peanuts if (1) such con-
tract is approved before April 15 of the year
in which the crop is produced, and (2) all
of the producer's quota peanuts have been
contracted for before or at the same time
that the producer’s additional peanuts are
contracted for,

“(k) Subject to the provisions of section
407 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, any pea-
nuts owned or controlled by the Commodity
Credit Corporation may be made available
for domestic edible use in accordance with
regulations established by the Secretary.
Additional peanuts received under loan shall
be offered for sale for domestic edible use at
prices not less than those required to cover
all costs incurred with respect to such pea-
nuts for such items as inspection, warehous-
ing, shrinkage, and other expenses, plus (1)
100 per centum of the loan value of quota
peanuts if the additional peanuts are sold
and paid for during the harvest season upon
delivery by and with the written consent of
the producer, (2) not léss than 105 per
centum of the loan value of quota peanuts
if the additional peanuts are sold after de-
livery by the producer by not later than
December 31 of the marketing year, or (3)
not less than 107 per centum of the loan
value of quota peanuts if the additional pea-
nuts are sold later than December 31 of the
marketing year. For the period from the date
additional peanuts are delivered for loan to
April 30 of the calendar year following the
year In which such additional peanuts were
harvested, the area marketing assoclation
designated pursuant to section 108(c) of the
Agricultural Act of 1949 shall have sole au-
thority to accept or reject lot list bids when
the sales price as determined under this sec-
tion equals or exceeds the minimum price at
which the Commodity Credit Corporation
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may sell its stocks of additional peanuts, ex-
cept that the area marketing association
and the Commodity Credit Corporation may
agree to modify the authority granted by
this sentence in order to facilitate the order-
ly marketing of additional peanuts.”.

PRICE SUPPORT PROGRAM

Sec. 705. Effective only for the 1982
through 1985 crop of peanuts, title I of the
Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended by add-
ing after section 107 a new section 108 as
follows:

“PRICE SUPPORT FOR 1982 THROUGH 1885 CROPS
OF PEANUTS

"“Skc. 108. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law—

“(1) The Secretary shall make price sup-
port available to producers through loans,
purchases, or other operations on quota pea-
nuts and on additional peanuts which are
produced on a farm for which a farm base
production poundage has been determined
in accordance with section 358(m) of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, and
which are not in excess of the farm base pro-
duction poundage, at such levels as the Sec-
retary finds appropriate, taking into consid-
eration the eight factors specified in section
401(b) of this Act and any change in the
index of prices paid by farmers for produc-
tion items, interest, taxes, and wage rates
during the perlod beginning January 1 and
ending December 31 of the calendar year
immediately preceding the marketing year
for which the level of support is being de-
termined, except that (A) the base level
price support for the 1982 through 1985 crops
shall be not less than $480 per ton; (B) quota
peanuts shall be supported at a level not
less than 124 per centum of such base level
of price support; and (C) additional peanuts
referred to above in this paragraph shall be
supported at such percentage of the base
level price support as the Secretary estimates
will result in no loss to the Commodity Credit
Corporation for the marketing year con-
cerned. The levels of price support so an-
nounced may not be reduced by any deduc-
tions for inspection, handling, or storage, but
the Secretary may make adjustments for lo-
cation of peanuts and other adjustments au-
thorized by section 403 of this Act.

*“(2) The Secretary may make price sup-
port avallable to producers through loans,
purchases, or other operations on additional
peanuts which are in excess of a farm's base
production poundage, or which are produced
on a farm with no farm base production
poundage. In determining the support level
for such additional peanuts, the Secretary
shall take into consideration the demand for
peanut oil and peanut meal, expected prices
of other vegetable oils and protein meals,
and the demand for peanuts in foreign mar-
kets, but in no case may the level of price
support for such additional peanuts be set
at a level which the Secretary estimates
would result In the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration incurring a loss on the price sup-
port program for such additional reanuts for
the marketing year concerned. The Secretary
shall announce the level of price support, if
any, for such additional peanuts of each crop
not later than February 15 preceding the
marketing year for which the level of price
support, so announced, is to be in effect.

“(3)(A) In carrying out paragraphs (1)
and (2) of this section, the Secretary shall
make warehouse storage loans available in
each of the three producing areas (described
in 7 CFR 1446.10 (1980)) to a designated
area marketing assoclation of peanut pro-
ducers which is selected and approved by the
Secretary and which is operated primarily for
the purpose of conducting such loan activi-
ties. The Secretary may not make warehouse
storage loans available to any cooperative
which is engaged in operations or activities
concerning peanuts other than those opera-
tions and activities specified in this section
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and in section 359 of the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act of 1038. Such area marketing
assoclations shall be used in administrative
and supervisory activities relating to price
support and marketing activities under this
section and section 359 of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938. Loans made under
this subparagraph shall include, in addition
to the price support value of the peanuts,
such costs as the area marketing assoclation
reasonably may incur in carrying out its re-
sponsibilities, operations, and activities un-
der this section and section 359 of the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938.

“(B) The Secretary shall require that each
area marketing assoclation establish pools
and maintain complete and accurate records
by type for quota peanuts handled under
loans for additional peanuts placed under
loans and for additional peanuts produced
without & contract between handler and pro-
ducer described in section 358(]) of the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938. Net galns
on peanuts in each pool, unless otherwise
approved by the Secretary, shall be distrib-
uted In proportion to the value of the pea-
nuts placed in the pool by each grower. Not-
withstanding any other provision of this
section, and distribution of net gains on ad-
ditional peanuts of any type to any producer
shall be reduced to the extent of any loss
by the Commodity Credit Corporation on
quota peanuts of a different type placed un-
der loan by such grower.

‘“(4) Notwithstanding the foregolng provi-
slons of this section or any other provision
of law, no price support shall be made avail-
able by the Secretary for any crop of pea-
nuts with respect to which poundage quotas
have been disapproved by producers, as pro-
vided for in section 368(p) of the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act of 18938.".

REPORTS AND RECORDS

SEec. 106. Section 805 of the Food and Agri-
culture Act of 1977 (91 Stat. 947) is amended
by striking out “1981" and inserting in lieu
thereof *“1985".

SUSPENSION OF CERTAIN PRICE SUPPORT
PROVISIONS

Sec. 707. Section 101 of the Agricultural
Act of 1949 shall not be applicable to the
1982 through 1985 crops of peanuts.

Mr. EXON. Madam President, I have
been listening with great interest to the
debate on the amendment offered by the
Senator from Indiana and the explana-
tion of the position of the chairman of
the Agriculture Committee. I am trying
to inform myself on this matter, because
I believe it is critically important.

At this juncture, I am not sure whether
I am in a position to support the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from In-
diana. I say, in all candor, that a week
ago I certainly would have been against
the amendment being offered by the
Senator from Indiana, because I was one
of those who felt somewhat informed on
agricultural issues. I was fully aware of
the fact that the agriculture bill reported
by the Agriculture Committee was “a
weak bill,” from any traditional measure.

I said yesterday, on the floor, that
everyone is concerned about the cost of
agricultural programs, and I cited facts
and figures that clearly showed that the
costs of agricultural programs as a per-
centage of the Federal budget are going
dramatically down rather than up. I ob-
jected to the fact that the American
farmer, in all lines of production, by and
large, was being unfairly taken advan-
tage of by the farm bill reported by the
Senate Agriculture Committee.
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However, I assured the Chair that I
was prepared, reluctantly, to accept the
bill that came from the Agriculture
Committee because I felt that perhaps
that was the best we could do under the
circumstances; and I felt that the farm-
ers of this Nation were indeed ready to
make the fair and equitable sacrifices,
to use the words of the chairman of the
Agriculture Committee, with regard to
an agriculture bill.

However, when we talk about fairness
and when we talk about equity for pea-
nut growers or tobacco growers or any-
body else, we have to discuss that in the
context of what is fair not only for pea-
nut growers and tobacco growers but also
for the producers of other crops that are
generally considered in the agriculture
area.

That is why I stood on the floor yes-
terday and stand on the floor again to-
day in opposition to the “compromise”
that was rather hastily put together by
a bare majority of the Agriculture Com-
mittee on Wednesday, Thursday, and
Friday last.

When we talk about fairness and
equity, we should also realize and recog-
nize that when we talk about such pro-
grams as tobacco and peanuts, we are
talking about a crop we do not grow in
Nebraska. We do not grow those crops
in most States of the United States for
several reasons, but mainly we do not
grow them because it is a carefully pro-
tected program, a carefully targeted
program, which goes way back into
history.

While the farmers of any State in the
Union can raise all the corn and wheat
they want, in any place in the United
States, that is not so with regard to
certain crops such as peanuts and
tobacco.

I thank my colleague from Indiana for
bringing this up on the floor of the Sen-
ate, because I believe it is about time
we discussed these things. I say to my
friend from Indiana that 10 days ago
or a week ago or perhaps even the day
before yesterday, I would have voted
against his amendment, because there
was more or less an understanding by
those of us primarily concerned about
agriculture, who knew that whatever bill
came out of the U.S. Senate or the House
of Representatives this year was not
going to be a good bill by any past meas-
urement at all, and we were ready to
take our sacrifices. We were supposedly
going to hold together, and it has been
known for a long time that the amend-
ment was going to be offered by the Sen-
ator from Indiana. So I say to my friend
from Indiana that he may well be pick-
ing up some support that he did not
think he had.

Obviously, all kinds of deals were
being made which are being reflected in
the final works of the agriculture bill
that finally has come before us, with a
surprise amendment adopted by the
committee after the bill was reported.

I thought it was rather interesting,
talking about fairness and equity, to read
a story that came on the wire services
sometime this afternoon, by the Asso-
ciated Press. The caption is “Farm Bill,
By Bob Fick.” It states:
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The Senate, responding to Reagan admin-
istratlon objections about costs, is trying to
pare even more from the ‘“cost-conscious"”
farm price support program drafted by its
Agriculture Committee.

Then it goes on and on.

The last paragraph is rather revealing,
and it reads as follows:

Block (referring to the Secretary of Agri-
culture) has abandoned his fight for other
major changes in farm price support pro-
grams in the new farm bill to concentrate
efforts on reducing target levels and slashing
the cost of the dairy price supports.

Madam President, I think that says
something for what is going on. We all
know and let us lay it out on the line
that the shape of the present farm bill
that is before this body was shaped after
the deals that the President made with
certain people from the Sunbelt States
to insure the passage of the famed budget
and tax cut bills.

I will have more to say about this in
the days to come before we finally vote
on this bill, I hope.

But I say in all candor and I think it
should be laid right out on the line that
all kinds of deals were made by repre-
sentatives in Congress and with the help
of the President, in fact his engineering,
to get their votes for the budget and the
tax cut bill. He made deals with them
that are now showing up in the final
product of the bill that is before the Sen-
ate today which is called the ag bill.

The President did not have to make
deals with the Northern State Senators.
He did not have to make deals with the
Congressmen from the North because
most of them are Republicans anyway
and they were locked in. Not so with the
boll weevil Democrats from the South.

I think that this bill is a bad bill. I
hope that we will come to our senses
sometimes and recognize that a farm bill
should be written separate and apart
from the President’s wishes on either the
budget bill or the tax cut bill.

I hope that we will know that when we
are dealing with something as important
as agriculture we should not have to rely
on present understandings and pressures
from 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue on what
the makeup of this farm bill should be.

So I am to be watching the delibera-
tions and the negotiations that go for-
ward on this bill.

I will simply say to my friend from
Indiana that while I am not in basic
sympathy with what he is trying to do,
I recognize that there is some validity
to the points that have been made by the
distinguished chairman of the Agricul-
ture Committee with regard to fairness
and equity to those who have invested in
the peanut program around the United
States.

But when we talk about fairness and
when we talk about equity, we should
realize and recognize that there are
other food producers who likewise have
made investments in their plant, who I
think basically are being abandoned by
this proposed farm bill that is the prod-
uct of the Reagan administration.

Madam President, I yield the floor,

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, if the
managers of the bill will permit me be-
fore we proceed any further, it is now
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6:25, and I hope we might conclude the
business of the Senate at a fairly early
hour this evening.

I inquire of the managers if they are
willing to lay aside this measure until
tomorrow at 10 a.m.?

Mr. HUDDLESTON. I am willing.

Mr. HELMS. Yes.

Mr. BAKER. I find a general and even
an enthusiastic affirmative response.

Mr. PERCY. Madam President, will the
Senator yield? I wish to make a state-
ment supporting the Lugar amendment.

Mr. HELMS. Will the Senator mind
standing on the other side of the Cham-
ber when he says that?

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I am
most gratified with the variety of Sena-
tors’ remarks and yield to the Senator
from Illinois.

Mr. PERCY. Madam President, I rise
in support of the amendment offered by
Senator Lucar to terminate the very un-
sound, unreasonable, and unfair provi-
sions of the current peanut agricultural
program and to authorize a program for
peanuts comparable to that in effect now
for other agricultural commodities.

It is hard to imagine a more compel-
ling set of facts in support of abandon-
ment of major features of the current
program. Essentially those facts are as
follows:

First, in the United States, any person
in any State may plant and market any
edible agricultural item he wishes, except
peanuts. He needs special governmental
authority to grow peanuts, and he can-
not get it without either buying land
whici historically has iad a peanut acre-
age allotment and thereby paying his
respects to this feudalistic land system,
or by asking someone who has an allot-
ment to please accept his money to rent
that allotment so that he may legaliy
grow peanuts on his own land. These
rental payments, both to those who own
the allotments and from those who do
not, run into the thousands of dollars
in many individual instances.

Second, 70 percent of the peanuts. ac-
cording to the Department of Agricul-
ture, are produced on these rented allot-
ments; and, therefore, while most agri-
cultural programs do help those doing
the actual farming, such is not the case
with the 70 percent of the peanuts pro-
duced on rented allotments. A higher
support price usually just means that the
actual farmer who is renting an allot-
ment must pay more to rent this Gov-
ernment-anointed franchise.

Third, not only may anyone not grow
peanuts without special governmental
authority, he also is prevented from im-
porting peanuts except for a microscopic
peanut import quota which has been ef-
fect almost continuously for over 30
years. This virtual peanut import em-
bargo is in effect for the purpose of pre-
venting imports from interfering with
this ridiculous acreage allotment and
production control program. Thus, most
folks are prevented from growing and
marketing peanuts. and practically
everyone is prevented from importing
them.

Fourth, this program works contrary
to the interest of the actual peanut farm-
ers, against the interest of manufactur-
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ers in my State and in other States who
use these peanuts, contrary to the inter-
est of the employees of these manufac-
turers, and lastly, and in my opinion of
equal importance, contrary to the inter-
est of the millions of American consum-
ers of peanut butter, salted peanuts, and
peanut candy.

Fifth, the situation this past year has
been unusually bad. We have been told
that the major shortage and the high
peanut prices occurred because of the
drought and indeed the drought was re-
sponsible. However, if PFederal law did
not require that 94 percent of the pea-
nuts be produced in only a few counties
in just six States, then the danger from
adverse weather would be spread
throughout a much broader geographical
area and considerably lessened. In my
State, thousands of workers were tem-
porarily unemployed during the past
year because of inadequate peanut
supplies.

In closing, Madam President, while
there are so many elements of this pea-
nut program that surprise and astonish
me, none exceeds my amazement more
than the fact that it has the support of
some who are otherwise recognized as
strong believers in free enterprise, op-
posed to unnecessary Government con-
trols, regulations, and planned economy.
The peanut program is the antithesis of
all these elements.

I am pleased to join with Senator
Lucar and be among the 26 Senators
joining in support of this worthwhile
amendment.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that an article I authored for
distribution to newspapers in Illinois,
“Cracking the Peanut Cartel” be printed
in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

CRACKING THE PEANUT CARTEL
(By Senator CxARLES H. PERCY)

In the spring of 1915, Southern farmers
faced what seemed like certain disaster. The
boll weevil, invading from south of the bord-
er, was devastating the reglon’s principle
cash crop, king cotton.

To avert economic ruin, a black agricul-
turist named George Washlngton Carver
urged a simple solution—plant peanuts.

Soon farmers were harvesting tons of pea-
nuts, and Carver, intent upon assuring a
market for the new crop, quickly developed
more than 300 products from the humble
peanut.

Thus, out of one man’'s genius, combined
with the faith and enterprise of countless
others, a booming industry was born.

Today, however, Carver's advice to “plant
peanuts,” once a clarion call of free enter-
prise, has become an invitation to federal
prosecution.

Peanut farming in the United States is
now the privileged monopoly of just 59,100
individuals and corporations. These individ-
uals and corporations have the exclusive
right—by federal law—to grow peanuts for
sale in the U.S. And 70 percent of those hold-
ing the speclal government allotments do not
farm themselves, but rent out the right to
others.

Independent farmers who attempt to grow
and sell peanuts without government per-
mission are subject to stiff fines or imprison-
ment.

But even the possession of a government
license is not an unmixed blessing in the
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peanut business. Those who rent out their
allotments must pay between $115 and $200
per acre, depending on the state, before the
crop is planted. This initial licensing fee
amounts to some 20 percent of the total pro-
duction cost.

And who bears that extra cost? Ultimately,
the consumer. In fact consumers pay for
Uncle Sam's peanut trust in two ways. They
absorb the licensing cost, and are then
forced to pay higher prices for the artificlally
small supply of peanuts,

The peanut “allotment lords” have driven
up the cost of a number of consumer goods,
especially peanut butter and candy—the
confection industry being the largest user of
peanuts.

Senator Richard Lugar (R-IN) has intro-
duced an amendment to S. 884, the farm bill,
which will take us off the peanut monopoly
merry-go-round. The amendment, now with
twenty-seven Senate co-sponsors including
myself, would repeal the antiquated allot-
ment system and substitute a simple loan
support program, comparable to those now in
force for other food crops.

It would end the forty-year government-
controlled peanut cartel. And it would open
America and the developlng world—a world
where protein-rich peanuts are desperately
needed—to a reemerging and expanded pea-
nut industry.

In 1921, in its trade magazine, The Peanut
World, the fledgling peanut industry said of
George Washington Carver: “His contribu-
tion to the common fund of human
knowledge in the field which he has devoted
his life is simply immeasurable. He has been
virtually a miracle worker, and we believe
The Peanut World would be remiss in its
duty did it not pay him this tribute, small
in comparison to what he has done for us
all.”

Sixty years later, it's time for an even
more fitting tribute to Carver and the spirit
of enterprise he represents. It's time to make
the peanut world the boundless land of the
industrious many rather than the private
domain of the privileged few.

Mr. PERCY. I thank the distinguished
majority leader.

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I
thank the Senator from Illinois.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that the pending measure be
temporarily laid aside until 10 am. on
tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be a brief
period for the transaction of routine
morning business to extend not longer
than 20 minutes in which Senators may
speak.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The following routine morning busi-
ness was transacted during the cay and
is printed at this point in the REecorb.)

SALE OF AWACS TO SAUDI ARABIA

Mr. THURMOND. Madam President,
a significant statement of support for the
sale of the defense enhancement pack-
age to Saudi Arabia was released yester-
day by the Reserve Officers Association
of the United States.

The 12,000-member association an-
nounced its support for the sale in a press
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release issued from the national head-
quarters here in Washington.

Madam President, I ask unznimous
consent that this press release be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the news
release was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

ROA BACKS ADMINISTRATION ON AWACS

SALE

WasHINGTON, D.C., Sept. 14—Major Gen-
eral Ewan L, Hultman, President of the Re-
serve Officers Association of the United States
(ROA), announced today that the 128,000
member organization backs President
Reagan's plan to sell the Defense Enhance-
ment Package to Saudl Arabia. The most
important item in this strategic package is
the E-3A Alrborne Warning and Control Sys-
tem (AWACS).

He saild the decislon to go on record In
support of the Administration on this issue
was made by the ROA Executive Commit-
tee after full discussion and dzliberation. He
explained that officlals of ROA, which was
chartered by Congress to advise on matters
of national security, consider the sale in the
national interest of the United States.

ROA 1s a long-time advocate of a strong
national defense and has worked with pres-
ent and previous administrotions and Con-
gress toward that objective.

BUSINESS WITH CHINA

Mr. HAYAKAWA. Madam President,
with the normalization of relations with
the People's Republic of China (PRC).
there has been a great deal of discus-
sion about the “bright” prospects for
trade between our two countries. As we
all know the lure of a potential market
of a billion customers has always loomed
large for American businessmen. On the
other hand, we have recently heard re-
ports about the abrupt cancellation by
the Chinese of large contracts with for-
eign contractors, particularly the Japa-
nese. Apparently, the PRC became fi-
nancially overextended in pursuit of its
ambitious modernization program, or
perhaps foreign businesses erred in mak-
ing major commitments too soon—or
both.

I have just had occasion to read a
most enlightening article on this sub-
ject by the noted China scholar, A. Doak
Barnett. It is entitled “Business With
China,” and appeared in the July issue
of the Asia Mail. Barnett points out that
there is indeed tremendous potential in
the China market, but that to be suc-
cessful, American businessmen will have
to “show more than ordinary flexibility
and adaptability.” He outlines the var-
ious modifications which he feels are
necessary in American concepts of man-
agement, marketing, financing, training,
timing and legal practices. He also makes
a strong plea for U.S. corporations to:

Develop American personnel with real
knowledge and expertise, not only about
effective ways of mnegotlating with the
Chinese and the technical problems of carry-
ing out specific projects, but also about
China's broad modernization plans and the
soclal and cultural factors that will affect
their success.

Mr. Barnett contends that interac-
tions between American businesses and
the individuals and institutions with
which they deal in China will have a
major impact on overall United States-
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China relations. I agree with this as-
sessment, and am keenly aware of the
importance of trade with China to Cali-
fornia and the Nation as a whole. Mad-
am President. I ask unanimous consent
that this most insightful article be plac-
ed in the RECORD.

There being no objection. the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

BusiNeEss WIiTH CHINA
(By A. Doak Barnett)

Despite the long history of U.S.-China con-
tacts before the Communist takeover, as late-
comers in post-1949 China American busi-
nessman have less experience in dealing with
the Chinese than others. Japanese and Euro-
pean businessmen started trading with the
People’s Republic in the 1950s, but there
were no similar American contacts before
1872, and they have become extensive only
since 1977. The Americans, therefore, are
“playing catch up,” a fact which creates spe-
clal problems and dilemmas. To try to com-
pete with Japanese and Europeans, some
feel, understandably, that they must think
big and act fast. However, excessive haste and
overly ambitious undertakings could lead to
serious problems and increase the risk of
fallure. American businessmen, as well as
others, need to take a long view. To build
lasting relationships with the Chinese, pa-
tience is required to create a basis for mu-
tual confidence gradually. While this is true
of most international economic relationships,
it is particularly so in dealing with the Chi-
nese.

In major development projects, forelgn
businessmen will have to show more than
ordinary flexibility and adaptability. They
will need to consider how advanced tech-
nology and forelgn management methods
can be modified to work in a “soclalist” Chi-
nese setting. The natural tendency of many
businessmen is simply to transplant what
they know, intact, into a new setting. In the
first burst of activity in China’s moderniza-
tion program, some Chinese technocrats ap-
peared similarly simplistic and unrealistic,
hoping that advanced technology and for-
elgn methods of operation could rapidly be
grafted onto the Chinese economy. What will
be required, however, are complicated mix-
tures of modern and traditional methods, of
high and low technology, of labor-intensive
and capital-intensive approaches, and of "so-
clalist” and “capitalist’” modes of operation.
Forelgn businessmen, llke China's own plan-
ners, administrators, and technical experts,
will have to experiment to find viable mix-
tures.

American businessmen involved In co-
operative arrangements, jolnt ventures, and
direct investment in China will need to be
particularly knowledgeable about and sensi-
tive to Chinese economic, social, and politi-
cal realities in order to succeed, especlally
if they participate in the management of en-
terprises. They will have to understand the
nature of Chinese bureaucratic institutions;
the relationships between Party authorities,
government officlals, and enterprise person-
nel; and the interactions of management and
labor. Despite the strong commitment of
China’s present leaders to improve manage-
ment methods and raise labor productivity,
efforts to change old practices will encounter
serious obstacles—f{rom bureaucrats resistant
to any changes, from Party cadres who fear
& loss of influence, and from elements In the
workforce whose interests will be adversely
affected. Forelgn businessmen will be com-
pelled along with Chinese favoring change,
to cope with such obstacles. They will also
have to learn the special importance of per-
sonal relationships in China.

The new investment law and other eco-
nomic regulations now emerging from the
top levels of the Peking regime are essen-
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tlal to help create the minimal legal frame-
work for economic cooperation between
forelgners and Chinese as well as for more
regularized operational procedures through-
out the Chinese economy, but they will not
suddenly transform old patterns of be-
havior based on tacit codes and values and
on personal relationships rather than on
legal norms. Forelgn businessmen will have
to acquire knowledge of these patterns and
of existing webs of personal relationships
to function successfully.

Another area in which Americans as well
as other forelgn businessmen will be called
upon to show unusual flexibility is in de-
vising ways to finance projects. While the
Chinese intend to import sizable amounts of
forelgn technology, it has become increas-
ingly clear since the “readjustment” of 1979
that they intend, to the extent possible, to
solve their payments problems by arrang-
ing compensation, barter, and comparable
arrangements under which the foreign costs
of projects can be repald in the goods they
produce. To compete effectively in the Chi-
nese markets, American businesses will
have to be prepared to consider varled types
of repayment schemes.

They will also have to give adequate at-
tention to developing effective training pro-
grams. China’s present leaders are not in-
terested In relationships that create a per-
manent depeudency on foreign personnel or
nations. While determined to upgrade their
economy with foreign knowhow, their aim is
to acquire an independent capacity to deal
with their problems. Business organizations
planning significant involvement in China
must therefore think In terms of finite
rather than open-ended periods of involve-
ment and bulld into their proposals pro-
grams designed to train Chinese personnel
on the job, In the United States or in Chi-
nese Institutions. They also will need to
consider means to help the Chinese improve
their research capabllities. Relationships be-
tween foreign businesses and the Chinese
nesd not be brief, but foreign businesses
must be prepared to adapt their roles as the
Chinese absorb new skills and improve their
capablilities.

Forelgn businessmen will need to recog-
nize the desirability of careful phasing Iin
the way they get Involved as well as the way
they eventually reduce their involvement.
Starting with large-scale, long-term, Ir-
revocable commitments is unwise in most
cases, from the point of view of the forelgn
businessmen as well as the Chinese. After
reaching general understandings on long-
term objectives, generally the most prudent
approach will be to plan projects in stages,
set limited and attainable goals for each
stage, and agree that at the completion of
each stage both sides will evaluate the re-
sults, problems, and prospects before setting
further goals.

Matters of style also will affect the extent
to which American businessmen operate ef-
fectively in China. To succeed, Americans
will have to be activists in some respects,
pressing for actions essential for the suc-
cess of projects undertaken; but at the same
time they will have to avold arrogance and
be sensitive to Chinese cultural predisposi-
tions and personal relationships. In general,
they will probably have greater chances of
long-term success if they maintain a rela-
tively "low posture.”

The prospects for lasting American busi-
ness relations the Chinese will also depend
in part on whether or not U.B. corporations
develop American personnel with real knowl-
edge and expertise not only about effective
ways of negotiating with the Chinese and
the technical probl of Iimpl ting
specific projects, but also about China’s
broad modernization plans and the soclal
and cultural factors that will affect their
success. Long ago most large Japanese cor-
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porations seriously interested in major op-
erations in China recognized the need to
have on their payrolls persons with broad
expertise on China, including knowledge of
the Chinese language. Few American cor-
porations have yet done this. Some, wisely,
have drawn upon the knowledge of qualified
Americans of Chinese origin; these Chinese-
Americans can play a special role in further
U.8. business relations with China. However,
American businesses seriously interested in
long-term involvement in China will need
to develop a broader basis for interpreting,
analyzing, and dealing with China. They will
need to ensure that some persons in the
mainstream of their company operations ac-
quire in-depth knowledge of China. They
will also have to learn how to draw more
effectively on the knowledge about China
that exists in U.S. government agencies and
academic institutions (which, on their part,
will have to make a greater effort than in
the past to communicate thelir knowledge ef-
fectively to businessmen and also learn from
them).

Whether or not U.S. businessmen learn
to deal successfully with the Chinese will
affect more than the balance sheets of the
corporations involved; the prospects for
forging lasting economic links between the
United States and China will be greatly in-
fluenced by the interactions between Ameri-
can businesses and the individuals and in-
stitutions with which they deal in China,
and success or failure in broadening eco-
nomic ties will have a major impact on over-
all U.8.-China relations.

Peking's new foreign economic policles,
which have opened the door to greater trade
and broader Chinese participation in the
international economy, have significant po-
litical as well as economic international im-
plications that U.S. policy should fully con-
sider. U.S.-China economic ties are still in an
early stage of development, but under fa-
vorable circumstances they could become
increasingly important in the period ahead.
The United States should now pursue poli-
cles that maximize the prospects for grow-
ing and lasting economic links with China,
the benefits of which could be substantial.

The most apparent, though not necessarily
the most important, benefits will be those
resulting from any increase in U.S. sales
abroad, which not only assist American
agriculture and industry, but also help the
U.8. balance of payments. The potential of
trade with China should not, of course. be
exaggerated. However, with serlous effort on
both sides, the present volume of close to
£4.5 billion a year would be doubled, tripled,
and concelvably quadrupled in the years
ahead. Even though this would still amount
to no more than 1 to 2 percent of total U.S.
foreign trade, it would not be unimpor-
tant. Apart from trade with Western Eu-
rope, Canada, and Japan, most American
trade is widely distributed, and few countries
account for very large percentages. For ex-
ample, even though U.S. exports to China,
amounting to somewhat over £1 billlon in
1979, appear very small compared with sales
to the advanced industrial nations (in 1978
U.S. exports to the EEC, Canada, and Japan
were $32.1 billlon, $284 billlon, and $12.9
billion, respectively), they look more signif-
lcant, even today, if compared with ex-
ports to other developing nations. In 1978
U.S. sales to all non-Communist developing
nations in the Far East totaled $11.0 bil-
lion and those to all the rest of Asla and
Africa except for the Middle East amounted
to only $4.8 billion.

In several commodities, moreover, China
trade is likely to be considerably more imnor-
tant than the overall figures suggest. This is
true, for examole, of trade in grain. of which
the United States is the world’s largest ex-
porter; in oil, of which it is the world’s larzest
importer; and in high technology Iitems,
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which are of special importance in U.S. trade.
Already China is the largest buyer of grain
among the developing countries, and it
clearly is in the American interest to provide
a large share of its needs. If by the late 1980s
China can become a middle-rank oil exporter,
which American assistance in offshore oil de-
velopment could help to make possible, this
too could be important from the U.S. point of
view. And if China continues to be one of the
largest markets for high technology In the
developing world, the United States will
clearly benefit from increased sales of such
technology to the Chinese.

The potential political benefits of increased
U.8.-China trade and economic cooperation
could be as great as or greater than the eco-
nomic ones. Expanding economic relations
should help strengthen political ties with
China in the period ahead. Even though
closer economlic links cannot guarantee
friendly political relations, on balance they
will enhance the prospects for good overall
relations. To the extent that U.S. coopera-
tion, both private and governmental, helps
Peking achieve its developmental goals, this
should contribute to political stability in

hina, increase the chance that Peking will
continue to pursue pragmatic, growth-ori-
ented policles at home, and reinforce the
trend toward more moderate, cooperative
Chinese foreign policles.

In addition, it could encourage Peking to
cooperate more than in the past with the
United States and others in dealing with
global economic problems. From the U.S. per-
spective, this would be of special importance
in relation to food and energy problems, but
it might also help to induce Peking to adopt
more cooperative approaches to other inter-
national problems. This would certainly be in
the U.S. national interest. In the long run,
increased Chinese involvement in responsible
roles in the Increasinzly Interde~endent
global community could prove to be the most
important result of current trends in Chinese
policies, and Washington should view its eco-
nomic cooperation with China as a means to
work toward this end.

For all of these reasons it is highly desir-
able that the United States pursue a very
active policy almed at increasing trade and
expanding other forms of economic coopera-
tion with China. In light of the difficulties
the Chinese face and the competition Amer-
icans will encounter in the Chinese market,
this will not happen automatically. To realize
the potentlal for strong economic ties be-
tween the two countries that now exists, the
U.5. Government and American businessmen,
scientists, technicians, scholars, and others
will have to give adequate attention to cer-
tain prerequisites for success.

First, it will be essential to complete the
process of establishing a sound legal and in-
stitutional basis for long-term economic re-
lations. Notable progress has been made in
this respect, but more needs to be done. Sec-
ond, both U.S. Government agencies and pri-
vate American banks should give more at-
tention to financing than they have so far
to make the United States more competitive.
Without adeguate U.S. credit the Chinese
may feel compelled to rely primarily on
others.

Third, the United States will need to in-
crease imports from China. Tn the near fu-
ture this will mean permitting more labor-
intensive, low-cost, Chinese manufactured
goods to enter the United States. This will
not be easy, but it is necessary if there is to
be a significant growth In two-way trade. As
an alternative to protestionism, Washington
should be prepared to give more effective aid
throurzh means other than tariffs and quotas
to domestic industries adversely affected by
low-cost, labor-intensive imports. In time,
U.S. imports of natural resources from China
should grow, and every effort should be made
to encourage this.
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Fourth, the United States should make a
major effort to s2ll tecanu.ugy, p.allis,
equipment, and know-how to the Chinese. To
help promote such exports, U.S. policy on
the sale of high technology to China must be
flexible In permitting the sale of dual-use
items desired primarily for civilian develop-
ment, even though for strategic reasons it
should restrict items primarily of military
value. Defining broad technology transfer
policy and making specific decisions on li-
censing particular items will pose difficult
problems. The aim, however, must be to en-
courage increased exports of technology to
China while restricting sales that imply
closer U.S.-China military ties than actually
exist—or than either Washington or Peking
currently desires—and avoiding unnecessary
provocation of Moscow.

Finally, the American business commu-
nity, with U.S, government support, must
take seriously the potential of the China
market and develop the knowledge and ex-
pertise necessary to deal effectively with the
Chinese and compete successfully in the
China market. Failling this, Americans will
probably lose out in the long run to the
Japanese and ‘West Europeans. This might
not be disastrous in terms of American na-
tional interests, but if it occurs the United
States would forgo Important benefits. It
certainly would not contribute in any posi-
tive way to broad U.S. political and eco-
nomic objectives.

Even assuming that the above prerequi-
sites for success are fulfilled, developing
broader U.S.-China economic tles will in-
volve unavoidable risks. SBuccess will depend
on many political and economic variables.
Any of a number of events or trends could
have adverse effects on the process, and, at
wors*, some could derall it

One variable will be the success of the
Chinese in maintaining reasonable political
stability at home, implementing their mod-
ernization policies, and creating conditions
that attract greater foreign involvement. Pe-
king as well as Washington will have to take
further steps to improve the legal and insti-
tutional framework for cooperative relations,
including passage of new laws and regula-
tions relating to foreign investment, taxes,
labor practices, and other matters of concern
to foreign business.

The process of developing U.S.-China eco-
nomic ties also will inevitably be affected by
the general political climate in the region.
Outbreaks of conflict in the Taiwan Stralt or
other disputed offshore areas, in Korea or
Vietnam, or in Sino-Soviet border areas
could shake the confidence of foreign gov-
ernments and businessmen, reducing thelr
willingness to support China’s economic de-
velopment and commit resources to cooper-
ative ventures,

While dangers of this sort are real, they
are probably no greater—and may well be
less—than dangers in other critical areas
such as the Middle East, where governments
and businessmen of the major industrial
powers already are deeply involved, economi-
cally as well as politically and strategically.
The potenital benefits of economic ties with
China make the risks tolerable so long as
these ties can be developed in the context of
friendly bilateral relations and a reglonal
climate that discourages major conflilct.

The strengthening of U.8.-China economic
tles should help to cement political ties and
also contribute gradually to the development
of “a secure and strong China,” which, as
U.S. leaders recently have stressed, would
support broad U.S. aims both In East Asla
and globally. If such ties help to draw China
gradually into more extensive and construc-
tive involvement in the international com=-
munity, they will serve a historic purpose,
bringing to a new stage the long search, be-
gun in the nineteenth century, for a pasis 1or
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long-term, friendly, and mutually beneficial
relations between China and the West.

ADDRESS BY HUD SECRETARY
PIERCE TO SOUTH CAROLINA
MUNICIPAL ASSOCIATION

Mr. THURMOND. Madam President,
on August 29, 1981, I had the pleasure
and privilege of introducing the Secre-
tary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, Mr. Samuel R. Pierce, Jr., to the
41st annual meeting of the Municipal
Association of South Carolina at Hilton
Head, S.C.

The remarks made by Secretary Pierce
on that occasion concerned President
Reagan’s policy of new federalism, which
he described as enhancing authority at
the State and local levels. Under the
programs of this administration, this en-
hanced authority at the State and local
levels will be characterized by a con-
structive partnership approach to the
delivery of services and problem solving
among the Federal, State, and local gov-
ernments.

Madam President, this address by
Secretary Pierce was an excellent one
and was well received. The tone and
substance of his remarks indicate the
enthusiasm within the Department of
Housing and Urban Development for
the goal of sharing new initiatives and
innovations with governments at the
State and local level. I ask unanimous
consent that the speech by Secretary
Pierce be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the remarks
were ordered to be printed in the RECorbD,
as follows:

REMARKS BY SAMUEL R. PIERCE, JR.

Thank you for that kind introduction,
Senator Thurmond. And thank you, too, for
adding your invitation to the one I received
from the Municipal Association of South
Carolina. The State is indeed fortunate to
be represented by you as its distinguished
senior Senator. In and out of Washington,
I count on you as a valued friend.

It Is a great personal pleasure to be here
In Hilton Head the Palmetto State's beauti-
ful, world-renowned resort area. The many
kindnesses you have shown me here, I assure
you, will draw me back again.

I also want to assure you that I attach con-
siderable significance, to this meeting. The
work of your Assoclation, through its efforts
to strengthen State and local relations, is of
fundamental importance to President Rea-
gan's New Federallsm. The advising, iInforma-
tion-sharing, planning, State legislative, and
other lobbylng functions, which characterize
your Association, figure prominently in mak-
ing government more responsive to the needs
and rights of citizens. In so doing, it makes
the system more efficient and less costly.

I want to share with you my perspective of
the policy and purpose of the Reagan Admin-
istration in correcting our country's weak
economy. We have been brought into this sad
state of economic disrepair by undisciplined
Federal spending, misgulded fiscal practices,
and stifiilng tax policies. What we in this Ad-
ministration are pursuing is no less than a
fundamental change in the way the govern-
glent of America carries out its responsibili-

es.

We are committed to a budget which re-
duces our activities to absolute priorities and
requirements, a budget that will, at the same
time, assist where povsible those leas* able
to meet their basic necessities of life. We are
committed to a system of government that
will be founded on economic stabllity, and
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that will recognize economic stabllity as a
key ingredient to natlonal security. We are
committed to a system in which the appro-
priate level of government is called upon to
do not just what it can do, but what it
properly should do.

We do not believe that government should
try to be all things to all people. This coun-
try has been led down that path before, and
the result was not a happy one. To continue
the reckless spending practices of the past
would be Irresponsible. The government
spent more money in 1979 and 1980 than ever
before, and look what it got us. Just last
week, the Census reported that American
families saw their “real” income fall more
than 5 percent in 1980, That sharp drop in
“real” median family income was the biggest
decline in that category since the govern-
ment started complling such statistics in
1047.

With all that spending, the number of
Americans below the federal “poverty level”
grew from 11.7 percent in 1079 to 13 per-
cent of the population last year. There can
be no doubt that we must improve the health
of our economy, and that we must change
its downward direction. President Reagan
has begun to effect that change. In just a
little more than half a year, his Administra-
tion has taken the steps necessary to face
head-on the host of economic problems that
have been eroding the productivity and the
confidence of our country.

There are the beginnings of some encour-
aging signs. With bipartisan support, the
Congress has passed the President's entire
Economic Recovery Program. I belleve we
have reached a critical stage, perhaps a turn-
ing point, in our country's history. We are
today embarked on a carefully constructed
course to return America to fiscal integrity.

The four points of President Reagan’s plan
which sets that course are, first, to reduce
the rate of growth of Federal spending. This
is not & cut in current spending levels, but
a cut in the proposed increases. The spend-
ing increases of recent years made this
budgetary restraint absolutely imperative.

The second point is a tax cut across-the-
board for everyone who pays taves. Just last
month the Congress and President Reagan
gave the American people an important vie-
tory, with a 25 percent tax cut over 33
months.

The third point is the prudent elimination
of excessive regulation. Regulations add an
estimated $100 billion to the price of things
we buy. Unnecessary regulations must be
eliminated. Others must be streamlined.

The fourth point is development of a
sound monetary policy which is consistent
with the economic recovery program and
which is geared to stabilize the money sup-
ply and revitalize the economy.

I and all of my colleagues in the Cabinet
have great confidence in this program. We
expect to see it effectively implemented and
applied to combat our Natlon's economic
ills. If we continue to receive bipartisan sup-
port and the willing help of the American
people, we'll carry out the President’s pro-
gram. As this happens, I'm convinced that
we'll begin to see a substantial drop in both
inflation and interest rates. I'm not talking
about an Immediate turn-around. It's taken
us since the New Deal to get into this sorry
economic condition, so we'll need at least
some time to get out. In the meantime,
while we're following budgetary and fiscal
practices that will help us to escape from
prohibitive infiation and interest rates, we're
working intensely to do more with less
money.

At HUD this means working to get more
housing and develooment assistance at the
least cost to the taxvpayer. My first months
at the Department were devoted almost ex-
clusively to a total budgetary and manage~
ment efficiency review of how my agency
administers the public’s money. I'm not will-
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ing to recommend continuing or discontinu-
ing programs until I have a pretty fair grasp
of what they deliver, who benefits from them,
how effective they are, and at what cost. =0,
initially, I devoted mpyself to an exhaustive
analysis of the Department's functioning. As
we all know, the sacrament of baptism varles
by religion. Let me assure you, my baptism
at HUD was total immersion.

As & result of this intensive review, I made
some decisions and recommended to the Con-
gress the direction in which I propose fo lead
HUD, We will be moving toward more effi-
clent, less costly, and less cumbersome de-
livery of housing and development assistance
to the persons and places most seriously In
need of such assistance. We will be moving
in this direction with a more rational dis-
tribution of responsibility and decision-
making. To me, this means increased con-
trol at the levels of government closer to the
people. That is what the Presldent's “New
Federalism” is all about . . . enhanced local
and State authority, reinforced with a con-
structive partnership approach to the de-
livery of services and problem-solving among
the Federal, State and local governments.

I know we need to bulld better communi-
cation between State and local officials and
my Department. I've met with and I've been
listening to officials such as you all over the
country. I'm going to continue listening and
gathering all the information and insights
from you I can. To further that effort, I re-
organized the Department to include a Dep-
uty Under Secretary for In*e*~o-c-nmental
Relations. Dr. June Koch heads that office,
and I urge you to work with ur. noch and
her staff to make certain that we at HUD
are addressing your needs and concerns.

In my review of the Department’s opera-
tion, meetings with local officials were most
useful in helping me to determine the rela-
tive merits of some programs. For example,
I heard virtually unanimous support for Ur-
ban Development Action Grants. It was gen-
erally well known that private sector funds
were leveraged at an average 6-to-1 ratlo
compared to UDAG funds expended. I wasn’t
surprised by the level of support for the pro-
gram, but I was favorably impressed by the
substantive data: jobs saved, jobs created
and construction jobs involved, for instance.
This prompted me to take a more careful
look at the UDAG program.

Consultation with local leaders, developers
and others convinced me *hat tho nrosram
was worth continuing, at least for the short
term. With the knowledge gained from that
consultation and with solid support from the
advocates of UDAG, I was successful in urg-
ing its retention. I was pleased to help save
UDAG for 1982, and I decided to make a
study of the program to have a real base of
knowledge in determining how effective these
grants have been. That report should be
ready shortly and will help plan the future
of action grants for 1983 and beyond.

I know you're familiar with this program.
Many of you have made extensive use of It
to strengthen the economy of your commu-
nities. The clty of York used a $525,000
UDAG award to leverage well over $12 mil-
lion in private Investment. It also brought
in excess of 50 new permanent jobs when the
grant award helped Edgewater Steel to lo-
cate a plant in York, which should reach 85
jobs when the plant becomes fully opera-
tional.

With a $980,000 award. Lake Clty attracted
nearly $4 million in private investment by
Yarn Tndustries. That has meant over 80
new permanent jobs to Lake City, which wili
grow to an estimated 150 jobs created when
this industry is fully operational.

And, in Greeneville, a 85.5 milllon UDAG
award will leverage an estimated $24 million
In private funds. The Greeneville Commons
project will see construction of a parking
garage, office bullding and hotel/convention
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center which, under current estimates, will
translate into 450 new permanent jobs.

In Charleston a recent $1.3 million grant
will help the city to bulld a parking facility
which will enable rehabllitation of the his-
toric Lodge Ally site. This rehab will include
condominiums, a small hotel, and rental
space for a restaurant and shops. This UDAG
award will leverage over $6.7 million in pri-
vate investment.

Action Grants demonstrate the important
role which the private sector must play for
the New Federalism to be most effective. To
galn greater business and industrial involve-
ment in urban revitalization, we're also ex-
ploring Enterprise Zones. HUD has the lead
role in an interdepartmental task force that
is reviewing the concept, which is of great
interest to the Reagan Administration. I ex-
pect we’ll arrive at some key decisions on
Enterprise Zones in the very near future, I
believe there should be some incentives from
the State and local level, to complement
Federal tax and regulatory relief, if we are
to encourage business to start new opera-
tions in distressed areas. Some States al-
ready have moved ahead to offer tax relief
incentives for Investment in Enterprise
Zones.

In addition to exploring opportunities of-
fered by the Enterprisc Zone concept, we
have ancther initlative underway that . want
to mention. At my request, President Reagan
created a Commission to help solve our coun-
try’s housing problems. The President's Hous-
ing Commission is reviewing all existing Fed-
eral housing policies and programs and will
suggest varlous options to the President and
me. These options will give us guidance on
how to deliver decent federally-subsidized
hcusing at less cost. They also will streagthen
the ability of the private sector to increase
home ownership opportunities and to pro-
vide adequate shelter for al! Americans.

As I lead HUD in a new direction, some of
my priorities address more responsible con-
duct of our management functions. For in-
stance, In the past, debt collection by HUD
has been less than vigorous. Those days are
over. If a borrower becomes delinquent on
a loan, we’ll sue for non-payment, if neces-
sary. When people incur a debt to HUD, I
expect them to repay it. The money we've
been entrusted with come: from you and
your neighbors. As taxpayers, you have a
right to expect a responsible accounting for
that money, and I Intend to sec that you get
it

We're also cutting back on regulatory bur-
dens. Our objectives are to lessen Federal
control of private housing and development
activities, as well as the related activities
of State and local governments. We're placing
strict standards on the development of new
regulations, and a “sunset” review of all ex-
isting ones.

The actions we've taken on Community
Development Block Grants demonstrate our
commitment to deregulation. We've eliminat-
ed the burdensome targeting requirement,
We've eliminated the unnecessary and dupli-
cative displacement strategles, and we've
withdrawn the detailed and altogether un-
necessary program application requirements.
In place of these requirements, communities
need submit only a simple statement outlin-
ing their community development objectives
and the projected use of the funds. We're
finding that we can streamline our operation
and simplify the way you do business with
HUD. I urge a similar course on State and
local governments. Let me tell you why.

HUD was involved in a recent demonstra-
tlon program which showed that significant
housing cost reductions could be achieved
by streamlining and up-dating local regula-
tions. Carrled out with no Federal funds, the
demonstration tested whether single family
housing costs could be reduced by using local
government regulations as the only varlable.
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The demonstration was concerned only with
the effect of zoning ordinances, subdivision
regulations and bullding codes of housing.
Local governments permitted minor devia-
tions from their existing regulations without
enacting new ordinances. They permitted in-
novations proposed by the builders, and they
expedited processing and review so that con-
struction could start as rapidly as pussible.
The housing cost reductions realized in this
test ranged from $13,000 to $32,500. That's
tremendously encouraging. Think of all the
familles who could find affordable housing
with that kind of reduction in housing costs.
It just reinforces my conviction that we can
reduce the cost of doing business and dellv-
ering services at the local level as well as at
the Federal level.

The positive results of this demonstration
to reduce housing costs brings home an ele-
mental point. The answers to our Natlon's
problems—whether those problems are eco-
nomic, housing, urban, rural, whatever—the
answers to them are as readily found at the
local and State levels, and through the pri-
vate sector, as they are by the Federal Gov-
ernment. That's one of the driving forces be-
hind President Reagan's New Federalism.
We're calling for a sharing or initiative and
innovation, as well as a sharing of adminis-
tration and governance,

We need you support. With your encour-
agement and insights, we can get our coun-
try back on the right economic track.

I'm excited by the opnortunity to help
make our government and country work bet-
ter and to regain its leadership role. I am
confident that this Administration is em-
barked on the proper course to achieve those
goals.

Thank you.

THE LEFTWARD DRIFT OF GREECE

Mr. THURMOND. Madam President,
I rise today because of great concern
about recent political developments on
the southern flank of NATO.

Greece is drifting dangerously toward
the left, Madam President, and exhibits
increasingly ominous tendencies toward
political instability. If current trends
continue, we cannot exclude the possi-
bility that next month Greek elections
may very well produce a Eocialist or even
Marxist dominated government.

The leading challenger to the govern-
ment of incumbent Prime Minister
George Rallis is the Panhellenic Social-
ist Movement (PASCK), led by Andreas
Papandreou, the Communist Party, and
an assorted group of centrists and lib-
erals. Mr. Papandreou has publicly
stated that if he wins. he wi'l ask for
the removal of American bases from
Greece and the most rapid and direct
exit of Greece from NATO, actions that
would certainly compound the difficul-
ties of NATO in that part of the world.

America would not presume to dictate
to the Greeks which government they
should elect. In my opinion, however, the
drift of our crucial NATO ally into the
Socialist camp, largely ignored by the
Carter administration, is neither in our
interest nor theirs. I hope the Greek
people will see more clearly where their
best interests lie. They lie in the West,
with a strong NATO alliance, and in close
ties with the United States.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that two items elaborating these
concerns be printed in the Recorp fol-
lowing my remarks. The first is an article
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entitled “Greek Storm Brewing” by Roy
C. Macridis, which appeared in the New
York Times of August 19, 1981. The sec-
ond is an article entitled “Will Greece Go
Leftward Next?” by David S. Broder,
from the Washington Post of July 26,
1981. I urge my colleagues in both
Houses to give these items their most
thoughtful consideration.

There being no ob,ection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

[From the New York Times, Aug. 19, 1981]
GREEK STORM BREWING "

CAMBRIDGE, Mass.—Ever since the fall of
the military junta in Greece in August 1974
the country has had an unparalleled, almost
uncharacteristic, political calm. Elections in
1974 and 1977 brought the same center-right
majority to office. The strongman of Greek
politics, Constantine Caramanlis, moved to
the presidency after serving as Prime Minis-
ter for six years and was replaced by one of
his lieutenants, George Rallis. This Jan. 1,
Greece formally became a member of the
European Economic Community and, desplte
the lack of an agreement on American bases,
joined the Integrated NATO command.

Of all the Mediterranean countries that
moved from the straltjacket of military
dictatorship and authoritarianism into the
uncertain hallways of political democracy,
Greece's record is the best. No military coups,
no acts of violence, no terrorism and, despite
inflation, no unemployment and until re-
cently a rising standard of living.

But elections are to be held no later than
Nov. 15, and the calm is bound to be shat-
tered if there is a victory for the opposition
parties—the Panhellenic Socialist Movement,
led by Andreas Papandreou, the Communist
Party and an assorted group of centrists and
liberals. It is even possible that the Panhel-
lenic Socialist Movement will win a majority
and that Mr. Papandreou will be Prime
Minister.

In 1967 he argued for Greece's withdrawal
from the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion—something that may have accounted
for the military takeover then. Much has
happened since then to harden his positions
and ralse the virulence, If not the level, of
his language. As a Marxist, he continues to
view the world as a struggle between the
forces of socialism, which he represents In
Greece, and American imperialism. He sess
NATO as “the lance” of American imperial-
ism and does not want Greece sacrificed to Its
imperatives. Mr. Papandreou has, in addition
to the United States and the Atlantic alli-
ance, two other enemies—the Common Mar-
ket and, of course, Turkey.

Marxism for him is linked, as it has been
in many developing countries, to a strong
n2"‘onalis’ fervor, to the invocation of simple
and Christlan virtues, strong anti-Western
slogans, a broad populist appeal and a re-
jection of the Establishment. It has strong
egalitarian and radical overtones: to over-
haul the economy, establish community con-
trol and popular participation, change edu-
cation, the civil service and the local
administration.

If Mr. Papandreou wins, he will ask for the
removal of the American bases and insist on
the most rapld and direct exit from NATO
while stressing the Turkish danger against
which he says NATO 1is useless. He has
promised to hold a referendum on Greece's
membership in the Common Market, urging,
bere too, & quick exit.

Mr. Papandreou's chances of winning and
doing exactly what he says must be taken
seriously because he has several things work-
ing for him. The Turks continue to occupy
40-percent of Cyprus and there are no signs
that they intend to relinquish any of
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it, which keeps fanning the flames of
nationalism.

Since 1974, mortified by its Inabllity to do
anything about Cyprus and feeling betrayed
by the United States for allowing the in-
vasion, the Greek Army has become Wwary
of NATO and far more receptive to Mr.
Papandreou’s nationalist appeal. The anti-
Turkish sentiment is easily translated Into
anti-Americanism and even anti-European-
ism, especially in view of West Germany's
efforts to salvage the Turkish economy.

Many domestic issues are also working for
Mr. Papandreou. Entry Into the Common
Market, touted as a panacea by the Govern-
ment, has not ylelded the benefits many ex-
pected. After steady economic gains, the
Greeks are beginning to feel the pinch, as

everybody else is. Unfulfilled expectations °

cause resentment and swell the protest that
Mr. Papandreou knows how to exploit. A
huge bureaucracy produces endless paper
work and widespread irritation and hostility.

Few newspapers have reported on this
cloudy political horizon that may bring
instability, internal conflict and, more im-
portant, serfous international frictions that
will compound NATO's difficulties in that
part of the world.

American efforts to settle Greek-Turkish
disputes have been conspicuously com-
placent and inept, and Greeks have been
allowed to view the much-needed American
support for Turkey as a threat to their coun-
try. No convincing answer has been given to
Mr. Papandreou's strident assertions that
NATO offers no protection to Greece against
Turkish ambitions, real or imaginary, in the
Aegean.

[From the Washington Post, July 26, 1981]
Wi GrREECE Go LEFTWaARD NEXT?

ATHENS —Andreas Papandeou, the stormy
petrel of Greek politics, 1s back at the center
of the action again, stirring memories and
emotions that many here and in Washing-
ton would like to have left undisturbed. The
onetime Berkeley economics professor, who
has acquired a remarkable number of friends
and enemies at the top levels of American
politics, is the leading challenger to Prime
Minister George Rallls in the election to be
held here this fall. A frequent critic of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization and
Amerlican forelgn policy, Papandreou is a
dramatic figure whose election could mean
& sharp change of direction In this land that
grips both the imagination and the strategle
interest of the United States.

For all these reasons, talking with and
about “Andreas,” as he 1s universally called
in Athens' tight-knit political community,
was the main diversion from archeology and
beaches during a recent visit to this country.

Greece is the troubled partner in the
NATO alllance, the only one more preoc-
cupled with the perceived threat from an
“ally,” Turkey, than with the danger from
Russla and its satellites.

Over the past two decades, its relations
with the United States have ranged from
tenuous to traumatic. Papandreou, now 62,
has been a symbol of that tension. His can-
didacy revives memories of the 1987 col-
onels’ coup that aborted the election that
might have returned his father, George, to
power. It revives the unproven allegations
that the Central Intelligence Agency had a
hand in that coup. By indirection, it helght-
ens the whole question of American in-
fluence in Greece.

That question would be here, even 1if
Papandreou were not. In the shorthand of
politics, Rallis, 63, will probably be dubbed
the “pro-American” candidate in the
autumn election, but a visit with him in his
sunny office in the Parliament building sug-
gests that designation may not be one he
covets—or deserves.
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The son of a former prime minister him-
self, Rallies won a hard-fought one-vote vic-
tory for the leadership of the New Democracy
Party when longtime Prime Minister Con-
stantine Karamanlis moved up to the posi-
tion of president in May 1980. An organizer
and workhorse, Rallis has labored in Kara-
manlis' shadow, but he has traveled
throughout the country trying to build his
personal following to withstand Papand-
reou's challenge. He has worked hard at
the job, but with inflation soaring to a 30
percent rate early this year and controversy
still surrounding the government’'s decision
to bring Greece into the Common Market,
he has not had an easy time.

With polls in the Athens area showing
Papandreou’s party ahead, Rallis last month
broke off the lengthy negotiations for re-
newal of the agreement with the U.S. for
the Sixth Fleet base in Crete’s Souda Bay
and other U.S. Installations on the main-
land, Papandreou sald the talks broke down
because “‘even this right-wing government
was unable to accept the unbearable condi-
tions set by the U.S. side.” But Rallls in-
sisted that time had simply run out on con-
cluding the discussions in time to submit a
new agreement to parliament before the
elections.

The prime minister is sometimes vexed by
his dealings with the Americans. After offer-
ing a springtime visitor a glass of cold, tart
juice from the orange tree outside his
window, he says, in Lthe least rancorous tone
possible, “You have followed so stupid a
policy toward Greece since 1967 that there is
an anti-American sentiment here. It has
lessened in the last four or five years, but you
created the impression you were backing the
dictatorship [from 1967 to 1874] even though
you were not. And that 1s not forgotten.”

It is certainly not forgotten by Papan-
dreou, who forged his political identity as a
victim and foe of the colonzls—and who car-
ries in his political memory the suspicions of
American policy in that period, when the
United States gave military aid to the junta
and conferred prestige on the unsavory
regime of George Papadopoulos by the visits
of Vice Presidsnt Agnew and other high
Nixon administration officlals.

When I lunched with Papandreou and his
Illinols-born, University of Minnesota-edu-
cated wife, Margaret, at a country restaurant
north of Athens, it was that history of which
he spoke.

He came to the United States In 1939, after
being arrested for "leftist” activities by the
right-wing government, studied at Harvard,
Minnesota and Stanford and then taught
economics at Minnesota and the Unliversity
of California at Berkeley. During that time,
Papandreou became active in Democratic
Party affairs and developed a close friend-
ship with such men 2s Hubert H. Humphrey,
Walter Heller and John Kenneth Galbraith.
It was not until 1958 that Papandreou re-
turned to his homeland, accepting an invita-
tion from EKaramanlis to create the first in-
stitute of advanced economic studies in this
country.

He plunged into politics here, joining his
father's efforts to bring the opposition Cen-
ter Union Party into power. Despite Andreas
Papandreou's close ties to leading Kennedy
administration figures, his political efforts
brought him into contlict with the American
embassy here, which was clearly in the
Karamanlis corner.

As the late Laurence Stern of The Wash-
ington Fost recounted in his book, “The
Wrong Horse,” that conflict deepenet when
George Papandreou won first a plurality vic-
tory and then a majority in Farllament in
the electlons of 1963 and 1864. “Andreas
Papandreou became an overpowering obses-
sion of American foreign policy managers in
Athens and Washington,” Stern wrote. “The
popular conception of Papandreou in the
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upper levels of the State Department was as
& Svengall manipulating his aging and fesble
father during the final years of the old man's
ctherwise distinguished political career.”

King Constantine dismissed the Papan-
dreou government in 1965, but in 1967, when
the new elections were scheduled, the bet-
ting was that the Papandreous would be re-
turned to power. Stern quoted a memo from
“a senlor intelligence official” in the U.S.
embassy who sald, “We were concerned that
if Papandreou won, Andreas would be in the
driver's seat for all practical purposes. He
would withdraw Greece from NATO, evac-
uate the United States bases . . .”

Stern reported that a recommendation
from the embassy that $100,000 be given to
anti-Papandreau candidates in swing dis-
tricts was turned down in Washington. But
on April 21, 1967, the colonels’ coup aborted
the electlons scheduled for the following
month. Neither Stern's book nor other
sources found evidence of CIA or embassy
complicity in that coup; on the contrary,
the circumstantial evidence strongly sug-
gests that, despite some warnings trom in-
telligence officials, the timing and source of
the coup caught the American officials by
surprise.

But the coup also led to Andreas Papan-
dreou’s imprisonment. After six months in
Jall, he was released—thanks in part to pres-
sure from the Johnson administration and
such old friends as Heller. He came to the
United States, then settled in Canada to or-
ganize international opposition to the colo-
nels’ regime,

When Papandreou came back to Greece
after the collapse of the junta in 1974, he
formed PASEK, a new political party of the
Left, with a base among the young people,
civil servants and white-collar workers. His
critics say that for years Papandreou tai-
lored his rhetoric, particularly on foreign
policy, to the most activist and leftist of his
supporters. But as the election approached
and his chances of winning grew, the critics
say that Papandreou has trimmed his salls,
seeking to gain support from small business-
men and farmers opposed to radical change.

It was evident that Papandreou was choos-
ing his words ecarefully in his discussion with
the Washington Post. But equally it was
clear that his views were shaped by the em-
bittering experiences of his past.

“We are the only European country that
has had a negative experience with NATO
and the U.S.,"” he sald. “The only one. NATO
for us is the U.S. embassy, and it played a
decisive role in our politics in the '50s."” He
recounted the history of his own relations
with the embassy, culminating with the
statement that “the 1967 coup was based on
a NATO plan called Prometheus and was
carried out by men who were the go-between
from the CIA to the Greek government.”

“In the present situation,” he sald, "we
see the United States has chosen the spoiled
child, Turkey, and has given Greece second
place. Today. the basic question for a Greek
is the reality of the Turkish threat. The
military and the people and I are convinced
that we are in for a generation of conflict
with the Turks. The Turks are committed to
the view that the Aegean is not a Greek sea
but must be shared by Greece with Turkey.

“We see the United States and NATO shar-
ing the Turkish view, because Turkey is so
strategically important. This puts a heavy
burden of defense costs on us, and our party
has steadfastly backed all the budget pro-
posals for the enhancement of Greek mili-
tarv might.”

Prime Minister Rallls was almost as critical
in our interview. “Sometimes.” he said in &
voice of great patience, “I cannot vnderstand
your poliry. SBix vears aco. we asked the Ford
administration to guarantee a 10-7 balance
in the arms ald to Turkev and Greece. There
was an oral understandineg that for six years
was observed. Then, in 1980, the Carter ad-
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ministration came up $20 million short—$400
million for Turkey and $260 million, not
$280 million, for Greece.

“Now, $20 million makes no great differ-
ence in the Greek budget, let alone the U.S.
budget, but it created an atmosphere of fear.
Congress is restoring the extra $20 million,
but now the Turks are complaining. It is an
unnecessary discussion; it is useless; it is
dangerous. I'm not a fanatic and I don’t play
on the public emotions. But there is a fear
all Greeks have of the Turkish ambitions to-
ward the Aegean islands that are the cradle
of Greek civilization. And you are inadver-
tently heightening that fear.”

Papandreous said his tacit alliance with
the military also shaped his political strategy.
While expressing confidence PASEK would
finish first in the coming elections, he flatly
excluded a coalition with the Communists if
he failed to win a majority in Parllament.
*While PASEK is acceptable to the army,” he
said, “the collaboration of PASEK with the
Communists would undoubtedly lead to in-
tervention.”

“Besides," he sald, “I could not accept col-
laboration with the Communists because
every day, they would be pressing for im-
mediate fulfillment of the plan of PASEK,
which cannot be done for 10 or 15 years.”

His long-term design calls for socializing
key sectors of the Greek economy and achiev-
ing redistribution of income. In foreign
policy, he sald, one also must distinguish be-
tween “those of our policies that must be
seen as goals and visions, on one hand, and
the objectives we would seek in the next four
to eight years, on the other hand.”

“Our long-term vision is a Europe, East
and West, outside the blocs. I have sald we
must end, at some time, the Yalta and Pots-
dam agreements, and that means no Warsaw
Pact, no NATO. The climate of PASEK is the
climate of nonalignment.

“In respect to the bases,” he sald, “we
recognize they cannot be removed now from
Greece, in view of the overall global and Eu-
ropean confrontation. But we would expect
an annual review of the status of the bases—
& negotiation every year. We want no nuclear
weapons in Greece. What are here are of very
limited range, but the Soviets have told us
they will attack us directly with nuclear
weapons if they remain, and we see no reason
to take that risk.

“And while the bases remain,” he said,
“we would insist on being able to obtain the
military equipment we need to defend the
Aegean islands from invasion from the East.”

“NATO,” Papandreou sald, “does not guar-
antee our Aegean frontiers any more than it
protected us against the Turkish invasion of
Cyprus. My policy toward NATO would turn
on very practical questions. I doubt that our
NATO obligations leave us with enough
strength to meet the Turkish threat. So I
would ask the generals what is needed to
meet that Turkish threat. snd ¥ wonuld meet
their requirements before I turned to our
NATO-assigned-and-earmarked commit-
ments.”

Those statements were more moderate in
tone—and, in some ways, in substance—than
others Papandreou had made here at home.
Indeed, in an interview with the opposition
newspaper. To Vima, a few days after our
lunch, Papandreou was quoted as saying,
"PASEK s radically opposed to Greece's par-
ticipation in Cold War blocs and is therefore
radically opposed to the presence of foreign
bases on our soil . .. that means, in es-
sence . . . the preparation of a timetable for
their removal. . . .”

When I saw Rallis, he had made a point
about Papandreou which seemed pertinent.
“I don't know if Andreas means what he SAays,
or not, when he talks about abandoning
NATO and developing closer relations with
the nonaligned bloc. But even if he does not
belleve himself, he would have to follow 1t—
because many in his party do believe it. And
they would hold him to it.”
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ASEAN 14TH ANNIVERSARY

Mr. HAYAKAWA. Madam President,
on August 8, the Association of South-
east Asian Nations (ASEAN) commem-
orated its 14th anniversary. August 8
has now been designated ASEAN Day.
On this occasion, the Minister for For-
eign Affairs of Singapore, Mr. S. Dhana-
balan, prepared a special message which
appeared in the Mirror, a Singapore cur-
rent affairs journal, on August 1.

The message briefly traces the history
of ASEAN, its objectives, its impressive
economic growth, its internal and exter-
nal relations, and its current problems—
including Vietnamese occupation of
Kampuchea.

The Subcommittee on Asian and
Pacific Affairs of the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee recently concluded
hearings on U.S. relations with South-
east Asia, with special attention to
ASEAN. Witnesses repeatedly stressed
the political and economic acomplish-
ments of ASEAN and the growth poten-
tial of the region. From my recent visit
to each of the ASEAN nations, I can en-
thusiastially support this appraisal.
There is no question in my mind that
these nations are destined to play an
increasingly important role in the dip-
lomatic and economic relations of the
United States.

As I believe it is important for Con-
gress and the American people to learn
more about ASEAN, I ask unanimous
consent that Foreign Minister Dhana-
balan’s statement be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

MESSAGE FrRoMm M. 8. DHANABALAN, MINISTER
FOR FOREIGN AFFAIRS AND CULTURE

On August 8, the As-oclation of Southeast
Aslan Nations (ASEAN) commemorates its
14th anniversary. When ASEAN was formed
in 1967, the ASEAN countries could not have
visualized the extent of ASEAN's success in
creating a regional environment conducive
to the strengthening of bilateral ties and the
enhancement of confidence in the ASEAN
region.

Initially, ASEAN aimed at achleving more
harmonious relations among Iits member
states while seeking expanded economic co-
operation within the region. Over the years,
ASEAN has become a cohesive reglonal
grouping, the most successful of its kind In
the Third World. The unity and solidarity
achieved by ASEAN has arisen largely be-
cause we share the common alm of pursuing
the economic betterment of our people and
emphasize good neighbourliness and co-
operation between members.

The objectives which prompted the ASEAN
states to establish ASEAN are as valid today
as they were in 1967;—

The wish to live in peace with each other
and with our neighbours, even If they are
communists;

The desire for regional peace and stability
s0 that each state can concentrate on eco-
nomic development and the creation of a
more just and equitable society.

ASEAN is now one of the world's fastest
growing reglons. Between 1972-78, the ASEAN
states achleved an average growth rate of 7.3
per cent per annum, despite the world reces-
sion following the quadrupling of oil prices
after the crisis of 1973. Recent studies have
predicted that ASEAN will grow at more than
8 per cent per annum between 1981-85, the
fastest area of growth in the western Pacific
region. The close relations resulting from
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‘their participation in ASEAN are an impor-
tant factor in creating this positive outlook.

ASEAN has demonstrated that five non-
communist states can co-operate to further
their own interests. It is not an unques-
tioning ally of any side in this multi-polar
world. However, because ASEAN's commit-
ment to the maintenance of open socleties
and market economies, ASEAN has enjoyed
closer relations with the West, The more
dimcult problem, one that we will have to
deal with over the next decade, is to avold
being entangled in the conflicts between
China and the Soviet Union, or between
Vietnam and China.

The immediate focus of ASEAN's concern
is the Vietnamese invasion and occupation
of Kampuchea. This deliberate move by
Vietnam directly threatens the security of
Thailland and the other ASEAN states, It has
resulted in Indochina emerging as the cock-
pit of the Sino/Soviet confiict, ASEAN there-
fore seeks the withdrawal of Viethamese
forces from Kampuchea, so that the Kam-
puchean people can freely elect their own
government without external interference.

ASEAN’'s basic objective is to achieve &
peaceful and stable regional environment in
Southeast Asia which is essential to eco-
nomic growth. A Vietnam committed to liv-
ing in peace with its neighbors can share in
the rapid growth which is expected of the
ASEAN region.

In the 1980s, the focus of ASEAN will be
on expanding ASEAN's dialogues with its
friends outside the region. The results of
such dialogues have been a significant area of
economlie co-operation for ASEAN. We have
demonstrated the effectiveness of ASEAN
solidarity during the negotiations on ICAP,
in ASEAN’s co-ordinated approaches to the
US seeking the removal of the ban on GSP
preferences for Indonesia, and in consulta-
tions with the European Community on tex-
tiles and other labour-intensive manufac-
tured products.

One desirable area for increased co-oper-
atlon 1s intra-ASEAN trade. This trade is
small compared with ASEAN's trade with
countries outside the ASEAN region, More-
over, intra-ASEAN trade is limited mainly
to foodstuffs and commodities. There are
opportunities to increase not only the vol-
ume of intra-regional trade, but also to
diversify the type of goods being traded.

To facilitate such intra-regional trade, it
is essential to utilize the ASEAN Preferential
Trading Arrancements more effectively to
ensure that tariff barrlers among the ASEAN
countries are reduced, So far, we have made
only modest progress in this direction. But
the path has been set and the pace quick-
ened.

Tt is this combination of political and eco-
nomic will that has made ASEAN a success.
We are convinced that through mutual
understanding and constant consultations
based on the princivle of consensus, the
spirit and practice of ASEAN unity will be
further strengthened.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Saunders, one of his sec-
retaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session, the Acting
President pro tempore laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States submitting sundry
nominations which were referred to the
aporopriate committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)




September 15, 1981

QUARTERLY REPORT ON EAST-
WEST TRADE—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT—PM 77

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the President of the United States,
together with an accompanying report,
which was referred to the Committee on
Finance:

To the Congress of the United States:

In accordance with Section 411(c) of
the Trade Act of 1974, as amended (19
U.S.C. 2441), I herewith transmit the
quarterly report on East-West Trade
covering the first quarter of 1981.

The report discusses United States
trade relations with the Soviet Union,
the People’s Republic of China and the
Eastern European countries.

RONALD REAGAN.

TrE WHITE HOUSE, September 15, 1981.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

At 3:14 pm. a message from the
House of Representatives delivered by
Mr. Gregory, one of its reading clerks,
announced that the House agrees to the
report of the committee of conference
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the Sen-
ate to H.R. 4034, making appropriations
for the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, and for sundry in-
dependent agencies, boards, commis-
sions, corporations, and offices for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1982,
and for other purposes; that the House
recedes from its disagreement to the
amendments of the Senate numbered 22,
28, and 35 to the bill, and concurs
therein; and that the House recedes
from its disagreement to the amend-
ments of the Senate numbered 4, 5, 13,
and 23 to the bill, and concurs therein
with amendments in which it requests
the concurrence of the Senate.

ORDER FOR STAR PRINT

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senate Resolu-
tion 204 be star printed to reflect the
constitutional requirement for a two-
thirds vote of the Senate for adoption of
the resolution, and I send the correction
to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. DOLE, from the Committee on Fi-
nance, without amendment:

H.J. Res. 265. A joint resolution to provide
for a temporary Increase in the public debt
limit.

By Mr. DOMENICI, from the Committee on
the Budget, without amendment:

S. Res. 195. A resolution walving section
402(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of
Ig'.'g with respect to the consideration of S.
1533.

S. Res. 196. A resolution walving section
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402(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 with respect to the consideration of S.
1549.

By Mr. THURMOND, from the Committee
on the Judiclary, with an amendment, and
an amendment to the title:

S.J. Res. 4. A joint resolution to authorize
the President to issue annually a prcclama-
tion designating that week in November
which includes Thanksgiving Day as “Na-
tional Family Week.”

By Mr. THURMOND, from the Committee
on the Judiclary, without amendment, and
with a preamble:

8.J. Res. 101. A joint resolution designating
“National High School Activities Week."”

S.. Res. 103. A joint resolution to author-
ize and request the President of the United
States to Issue a proclamation designating
the 7 calendar days beginning October 4,
1981, as “National Port Week."

S8.J. Res. 106. A joint resolution to desig-
nate October 1981 as “National PTA Mem-
bership Month.”

S. Res. 155. A resolution saluting the 50th
anniversary of Radlo City Music Hall.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMIT-
TEES

The following executive reports of com-
mittees were submitted:

By Mr. THURMOND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary:

Sandra Day O'Connor, of Arizona, to be an
Associate Justice of the Supreme Court of
the United States.

Robert F. Chapman, of South Carolina, to
be a U.S. circuit judge for the fourth cir-
cuit.

Joseph E. Stevens, Jr., of Missouri, to be
U.S. district judge for the eastern and west-
ern districts of Missouri.

John R. Gibson, of Missouri, to be U.S.
district judge for the western district of
Missourl.

D. Brook Bartlett, of Missouri, to be U.S.
district judge for the western district of
Missouri.

Frank W, Donaldson, of Alabama, to be
U.S. attorney for the northern district of
Alabama.

J. Frederick Motz. of Maryland, to be U.S.
attorney for the district of Maryland.

W. Stephen Thayer III, of New Hampshire,
to be U.S. attorney for the district of New
Hampshire.

By Mr. DOLE, from the Committee on
Finance:

Alfred E. Eckes, Jr., of Virginia, to be a
member of the U.S. International Trade
Commission.

By Mr. PERCY, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations:

Jose Manuel Casanova, of Florida, to be
Executive Director of the Inter-American De-
velopment Bank.

Dominick L. DiCarlo, of New York, to be
Assistant Secretary of State for Interna-
tional Narcotics Matters.

Langhorne A. Motley, of Alaska, to be Am-
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary
of the United States of America to Brazil.

CONTRIBUTIONS

Contributions are to be reported for the
period beginning on the first day of the
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar
year of the nomination and ending on the
date of the nomination.

Nominee: Langhorne A. Motley.

Post Brazil. Nominated February 10, 1977.
Contributions, amount, date, and Donee

1. Self: 850, February 10, 1977, Repub-
lican Party, Alaska; $100, September 19,
1977, Phil Ruppe for Congress; $100, Octo-
ber 11, 1977, Don Young for Congress; $50,
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June 5, 1978, Ted Stevens for Senate; $100,
Septemb:or 7, 1978, Walter Vog:!—Congress;
$250, Aprll 1, 1979, Don Young for Congress;
$100, Aprll 8, 19/9, Jim Santini for Congress;
$250, July 8, 1979, Jerry Huckaby—Congress;
$250, July 8, 1879, John Breaux for Congress;
$100, July 8, 1979, Bill Bradley for Senate;
$100, August 9, 1979, A. J. Murphy for Con-
gress; $200, May 28, 1980, Jerry Huckaby—
Congress; $1,000, June 20, 1980, Frank Mur-
kowski—Senate; $1,000, September 16, 1980,
Frank Murkowski—Senate; $250, May 6,
1981, Don Young for Congress.

2. Spouse: §1,000, July 7, 1880, Frank
Murkowski—Senate; $1,000, October 20, 1980,
Frank Murkowski—Senate.

3. Children and spouses, Valerie and Al-
lison: None.

4, Parents, Ralph (deceased) and Falth
Motley: None.

5. Grandparents, deceased: None.

6. Brothers and spouses: None.

7. Sisters and spouses, Diana Hammond
(divorced) : None.

Willlam Courtney Sherman, of Virginia, a
Foreign Service officer of class 1, to be Deputy
Representative of the Unlted States of Amer-
ica in the Security Council of the United
Nations, with the rank of Ambassador.

CONTRIBUTIONS

Contributions are to be reported for the
period beginning on the first day of the
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar
year of the nomination and ending on the
date of the nomination.

Nominee: Willlam Courtney Sherman.

Post; Deputy Representative to the
United Nations.

Contributions, amount, date, and donee

1. Self: None.

2. Spouse: None,

3. Children and spouses Mr. and Mrs. Peter
N. Simon, John Justin Sherman, Roger
Woodsen Sherman: None.

4. Parents, deceased: None.

5. Grandparents, deceased: None.

6. Brothers and spouses: None.

7. Sisters and spouses, Mr. and Mrs, Frank
W. Moorhead: None.

Ben J. Wattenberg, of the District of Col-
umbia, to be a Member of the Board for In-
ternational Broadcasting.

(The above nominations from the
Committee on Foreign Relations were
reported with the recommendation that
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi-
nees' commitment to respond to requests
to appear and testify before any duly
constituted committee of the Senate.)

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first and
second time by unanimous consent, and
referred as indicated:

By Mr. WEICKER:

8. 1620. A bill to amend section 8(a) (1) of
the Small Business Act; to the Committee
on Small Business.

By Mr. CANNON (for himself and Mr.
LAXALT) :

8. 1621. A bill to authorize the replace-
ment of existing pump casings in Southern
Nevada Water Project Pumping Plants 1A
and 2A, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources.

By Mr. SCHMITT:

S. 1622. A bill to extend the reporting date
for the commission studying the role of gold
in monetary systems; to the Committee on

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.
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By Mr. JOHNSTON:

S. 1623. A bill to name the lock authorized
as a replacement for Vermilion Lock,
Louisiana, as “Leland Bowman Lock’; to
the Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

By Mr. LUGAR:

8. 1624. A bill to designate the Veterans'
Administration medical center in Indian-
apolis, Indiana, as the "Richard L. Roude-
bush Veterans' Medical Center"”; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans Affairs.

By Mr. MOYNIHAN:

8. 1625. A bill to authorize the President
of the United States to present on behalf of
Congress a speclally struck gold medal to
the widow of Roy Wilkins; to the Committee
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. NICKLES (for himself, Mr.
WaLLor, and Mr. MURKOWSKI) :

8. 1626. A bill to amend the Departmeant of
Energy Organization Act to clarify the
jurisdiction of the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, to reform and improve the
regulation of oil pipelines, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Fnergy and
Natural Resources.

By Mr. MOYNIHAN:

8.J. Res. 108. Joint resolution to provide
that commemorative medals to be struck
by the Netherlands-American Amity Trust
in honor of the bicentennial anniversary of
Netherlands-American diplomatic relations
shall be national commemorative medals; to
the Committes on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affalrs.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. WEICKER:

S. 1620. A bill to amend section 8(a) (1)
of the Small Business Act; to the Com-
mittee on Small Business.

SECTION 8(A&) PILOT PROCUREMENT PROGRAM

® Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I am
sending to the desk a bill to extend for
an adidtional period of time the Small
Business Administration’s section 8(a)
pilot procurement program. The legisla-
tive authority for this program will ex-
pire at the end of this fiscal year unless
Congress extends it.

The legislation that I offer today does
two things. First, it extends the program
until March 31, 1983; and second, it re-
quires the President to designate another
agency not in the Department of Defense,
as the pilot agency.

Under the regular section 8(a) pro-
curement program, the Federal agencies
and departments voluntarily offer to SBA
procurement requirements for which
SBA is authorized to subcontract the
work to small businesses owned by so-
cially and economically disadvantaged
persons. Under the pilot procurement
program, extended by this legislation,
SBA has the authority to identify and
to select from the procurement needs of
the agency designated by the President,
suitable procurements for inclusion in
the 8(a) program.

The concept of the pilot authority
evolved out of a recognition that most
of the Federal contracts awarded under
the 8(a) program have traditionally been
for work in general construction or gen-
eral services, such as food services or
janitorial services. In a 1978 report to
the Senate Small Business Committee,
the General Accounting Office noted that
SBA'’s ability to develop firms in the 8(a)
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program was limited by the types of con-
tracts offered by Federal agencies. Hence,
Congress in 1978 authorized the pilot
program to give SBA the authority to
select contracts in nontraditional, high
technology areas to develop minority
firms in areas with a high potential for
economic growth. The concept of the pi-
lot program is still valid; the need for
the authority is as pressing today as it
was in 1978.

Although the pilot program became ef-
fective on October 24, 1978, with the
signing of Public Law 95-507, the Presi-
dent did not designate the Army as the
pilot agenecy until January 10, 1979, Fur-
thermore, it was not until May 24, 1979,
T months after the authority took effect,
that the interagency agreement was
agreed to between SBA and Army. The
first contract was not awarded under the
program until September 27, 1979, nearly
1 year after enactment of the pilot au-
thority. Because the authority had not
been fully tested, Congress, with the en-
actment of Public Law 96-481, extended
the program until September 30, 1981,

While it must be recognized that SBA's
exercise of this authority has left much
to be desired, we should not let SBA’s
past shortcomings be the basis for allow-
ing this program with great potential
benefits to minority businesses to die.
With a new administration to set a new
direction, this program can have a new
beginning.

This past January, the GAO issued a
report reviewing the implementation of
the pilot program. Their recommenda-
tion to the Congress, despite the prob-
lems in the program, was that the pilot
program be placed in another agency
other than the Department of Army in
order to fully test Congress legislative
objective. Accordingly, the bill that I of-
fer would require the President to desig-
nate a nondefense agency to participate
in the program.

As I mentioned, one of Congress con-
cerns last October was with SBA’s slow
implementation of the program. I cer-
tainly hope that a delayed implementa-
tion will not occur this time should Con-
gress extend the program. It should also
be noted that since this legislation re-
quires the designation of a new pilot
agency, it will undoubtedly take time for
the President to select the appropriate
agency, and for the two agencies, SBA
and the pilot designee, to work out an
agreement and establish the necessary
procedures.

Accordingly, I have proposed an exten-
tion of the program until March 31, 1983.
This will give the new leadership a full
year to develop a track record so that
Congress can make a final determination
as to whether the pilot authority is a
workable vehicle to help achieve the goal
of minority business development.®

By Mr. CANNON (for himself and
Mr. LAXALT) :

S. 1621. A bill to authorize the replace-
ment of existing pump casings in south-
ern Nevada water project pumping
plants 1A and 2A, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources.
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SOUTHERN NEVADA WATER PUMPING PLANTS

Mr. CANNON. Mr, President, I intro-
duce for myself and my distinguished
colleague, (Mr. LaxaLT), a bill to provide
for the replacement of defective pumps
of the southern Nevada water project,
first stage. Replacement would cost $1.5
million and those costs would be non-
reimbursable.

Within months after the installation
of the present pumps but after expira-
tion of the warranty period, serious de-
fects were detected in all of the pumps.
The operation of the pumps and motors
has been continually unsatisfactory,
since then. Maintenance costs have been
extraordinary and the expected lifespan
will be significantly shortened, without
corrective measures. Remedial measures,
to date, approach $1.5 million and far
exceed the original bid of $920,000 for
the pumps and their installation. Hi-
tachi American, Ltd. furnished the ori-
ginal pumps, motors, and appurtenant
equipment. The company has expended
over $1 million in an effort to repair and
maintain the pumps and has agreed to
their replacement at cost.

Several alternatives were considered
to resolve this difficulty. An acceptable
solution and the least costly alternative
is to replace the present casings with
stainless steel casings. This is expected
to halt the deterioration experienced in
the past.

Mr. President, I believe this alterna-
tive, which has been approved by the
Bureau of Reclamation and the other
parties of interest, will resolve this mat-
ter and I urge early attention to this
bill in the Senate. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

8. 1621

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Represeniatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of the Interior is authorized to
procure, and provide for the installation of,
12 new stainless steel casings and minor ap-
purtenant parts to replace 12 existing cast
steel pump casings in Pumping Plants 1A
and 2A of the Southern Nevada Water Proj-
ect, First Stage.

Sec. 2. The Secretary is hereby authorized
to negotiate with the original manufacturer
for the procurement of the new stainless
steel replacement casings.

Sec. 3. Costs incurred in the procurement
of the 12 pump casings and minor appur-
tenant parts shall be borne by the United
States and shall be nonreimbursable and
nonreturnable. The State of Nevada shall in-
stall the 12 stainless steel casings and minor
appurtenant parts at its cost in a manner
satisfactory to the Sccretary.

B8ec. 4. There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated for procurement of 12 stalnless
steel pump casings and minor appurtenant
parts for Southern Nevada Water Project
Pumping Plants 1A and 2A the sum of £1.5
million (July 1980 price levels), plus or
minus such amounts, if any, as may be justi-
fied by reason of changes in procurement
costs as indicated by engineering cost In-
dexes applicable to the type of procurement
involved. Provided, That except as other-
wise may be required by existing contracts,
the United States shall incur no further
liability with respect to the 12 pumps in
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Pumping Plants 1A and 2A of Southern Ne-
vada Water Projects, First Stage and no fur-
ther expenditures or actions by the United
States with respect to those pumps are
either expressly or impliedly authorized by
this Act.

By Mr. SCHMITT:

S. 1622. A bill to extend the reporting
date for the Commission studying the
role of gold in monetary systems; to the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

GOLD COMMISSION EXTENSION

® Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, on June
16, 1980, the Senate agreed to an amend-
ment to S. 2271, the Brenton Woods
Agreements Act, which established a
Gold Commission to—

Conduct a study to assess and make rec-
ommendations with regard to the policy of
the United States Government concerning
the role of gold in domestic and inter-
national monetary systems.

The Commission was directed to trans-
mit its report to the Congress no later
than 1 year after the date of enactment,
October 7, 1981.

Due to the change in the administra-
tion, members of the Commission were
not appointed until late spring, and the
first meeting did not occur until July 186,
1981. The second meeting is scheduled
for September 18, only 3 weeks before
the deadline for the Commission’'s report
to Congress.

It seems clear that an issue as complex
as the role of gold in the domestic and
international economy cannot be care-
fully studied in only two meetings, under
the pressure of a fast approaching dead-
line. The report resulting from such a
procedure cannot do justice to the sub-
ject and cannot provide clear guidance
to the Congress on a controversial issue.
For this reason I am introducing legis-
lation to extend the life of the Commis-
sion until December 20, 1982. This will
provide time for a full examination and
public discussion of the role of gold in
our economy.

If we fail to extend the time limit, the
report that results from the Commission
will fail to provide the definitive state-
ment I think the Congress would like to
see.
I realize that there are members who
feel strongly that the United States
should return to a gold standard at the
earliest possible date. Others think that
such a step would lead to economic
chaos. I for one have not made up my
mind on this matter, and as a member
of the Commission, I feel certain that
much study remains to be done before
clear conclusions can be reached. But
whether one favors or opposes a return
to a gold standard, I think we can all
agree that it would be preferable to have
the issue resolved with this Commission,
than to have the matter perpetuated
with an incomplete and inconclusive
report.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
at this point in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:
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8. 1622

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United Staies of
America in Congress assembled, That section
10(b) of Public Law 96-389 (31 US.C. 822a
note) is amended by striking out “one year
after the date of enactment of this Act”
and inserting in lieu thereof “December 20,
1982".@

By Mr. JOHNSTON:

8. 1623. A bill to name the lock author-
ized as a replacement for Vermilion Lock,
La. as “Leland Bowman Lock”; to the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

LELAND BOWMAN LOCK

@ Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I have
sent to the desk a bill to rename the
Vermilion Lock, La., the Leland
Bowman Lock in honor of the late
Capt. Leland Bowman, one of Louisiana’s
leaders in water resource development
and in a great measure responsible for
this important lock on the Gulf Intra-
coastal Waterway in Vermilion Parish,
La.
Only a few days before Captain Bow-
man's death on May 21, 1981, the final
hurdle of acquisition of all the rights-of-
way was completed thus clearing the
way for initiation of construction of a
new, modern lock to replace the anti-
quated Vermilion Lock on the Gulf Intra-
coastal Waterway. He doggedly pursued
the authorization of a 110-foot-wide
lock, which will not only reduce naviga-~
tion costs but improve immensely the
control of salt water intrusion into the
Mermentau Basin and facilitate dis-
charge of floodwaters.

Captain Bowman gave unselfishly of
his time and energy in the service of his
Nation, his State, and his community.
He served in many capacities including
president of the Louisiana Intracoastal
Seaway Association; chairman of the
Gulf Intracoastal Canal Association;
vice chairman of the Louisiana Coastal
Commission; and vice president of the
American Waterway Operators, Inc. He
was instrumental in securing authoriza-
tion and funding for important water
projects including the Gulf Intracoastal
Waterway, the Mermentau Basin proj-
ect, the Teche-Vermilion Division
project.

It is indeed appropriate and fitting that
we honor Capt. Leland Bowman in this
manner and I trust my Senate colleagues
will agree with me and quickly approve
this bill.e

By Mr. LUGAR (for himself and
Mr. QUAYLE) :

S. 1624. A bill to designate the Vet~
erans’ Administration medical center in
Indianapolis, Ind., as the “Richard L.
Roudebush Veterans’ Medical Center”;
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

RICHARD L. ROUDEBUSH VETERANS' MEDICAL

CENTER

® Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, today, on
behalf of myself and my colleague from
Indiana, Senator DAn QuaYyLE, I intro-
duce legislation acknowledging the
achievements of our distinguished for-
mer congressional colleague and fellow
Hoosier, Richard L. Roudebush.
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In recognition of his outstanding con-
tribution to the welfare of all Americans,
and particularly for his work on behalf
of our Nation’s veterans community, this
legislation designates a medical facility
in Indianapolis, Ind., as the “Richard
L. Roudebush Veterans' Medical Center.”

Mr. President, it is indeed fitting that
a VA medical center bear “Roudy's”
name for he has given many years of
dedicated service to this Nation’s 35
million war veterans.

Dick started his long association with
the military at the age of 23, after hav-
ing completed a degree in business ad-
ministration from Butler University in
June of 1941. He enlisted in the Army
shortly after graduation, responding to
America's increased involvement in
World War II. Trained as a demolitions
expert, he served with elite British forces
during five North African campaigns. He
later participated in the allied invasion
of Italy where he applied his skills to
clear explosives from captured enemy
airfields.

Though Dick’s service in the field was
cut short by combat wounds, his fine
accomplishments did not go unnoticed.
During the 21 years which preceded his
medical discharge, Dick earned five
battle stars.

The year 1944 marked the end of Dick’s
service on the battlefield and the start of
a lifelong career in public service. He
spent 8 years as a member of the Indiana
Veterans Commission, serving as its
chairman for most of this time.

Mr. Roudebush was named command-
er of his local VFW post in 1948, the first
World War II veteran to be accorded
that honor. He was named to many im-
portant VA positions during the next
several years, culminating in a nomina-
tion to the position of national VFW
commander in chief in 1957. At the end
of his 1-year term, he returned to his
native Noblesville, Ind., to tend to his
farm and family business until 1960,
when friends and associates persuaded
him to run for Congress. His victorv that
year marked the first of 10 years of serv-
ice on Capitol Hill.

While in Congress, Dick advanced an
already strong reputation for work on
behalf of the veterans’ community. Ad-
ditionally, as the ranking member of the
House Committee on Science and Astro-
nautics, he was praised for his efforts in
helping to launch America’s then fledg-
ling space program.

After being denied a U.S. Senate seat
in Indiana’s closest election ever, Dick
retired from act've politics. He main-
tained his keen interest and active par-
ticipation in veterans affairs however,
and in 1971, returned to Washington as
Director of the Veterans' Administra-
tion's Congressional Relations Office. He
later served as the agency’s Deputy Ad-
ministrator and, in October 1974, was
named by President Ford to the office of
VA Administrator.

T'nder his able leadership, the Veter-
ans' Administration’s financial position
improved, and its focus expanded. The
agency made particularly strong gains
in the areas of educational loans and
disability compensation. As VA com-
mander he helped improve the Adminis-
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tration’s health coverage capabilities by
overseeing the expansion of numerous
medical centers throughout the country.
Mr. President, I offer this bill knowing
that the dedication of this medical fa-
cility cannot recognize Dick Roudebush
to the full extent of his contribution.
I think it is fitting, however, for this
body to at least acknowledge the
achievements of an outstanding individ-
ual by according him this honor. I urge
my colleagues to join me in this effort
through their support of S. 1624.@

By Mr. MOYNIHAN:

S. 1625. A bill to authorize the Presi-
dent of the United States to present on
behalf of Congress a specially struck
gold medal to the widow of Roy Wilkins;
to the Committee on Banking, Housing,
and Urban Affairs.

ROY WILKINS

® Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, with
the death of Roy Wilkins on Septem-
ber 8, this Nation suffered an incompa-
rable loss. Though born in St. Louis in
1901 and living for a time in Minnesota,
Roy Wilkins spent the bulk of his life as
& New Yorker, where in his over 45 years
with the NAACP he worked for the civil
rights of all Americans.

The landmark Supreme Court deci-
sion Brown against Board of Education,
the March on Washington in 1963, and
perhaps most importantly, passage of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, were due in
no small measure to his efforts. He af-
fected this Nation profoundly. And for
the good. For it was Roy Wilkins, per-
haps more than any American, who
taught us that a country’s greatness is
directly related to the freedom and op-
portunities it affords its people. I am
proud to have been his friend and col-
league for the past 25 years. We shall
all miss him.

Mr. President, I am today introduc-
ing legislation authorizing the President
to present, on behalf of the Congress, a
gold medal of appropriate design to
Aminda Badeau Wilkins, the widow of
Roy Wilkins. I feel th:s to be an alto-
gether appropriate way to express the
appreciation of all Americans for the
contributions of Roy Wilkins to the
cause of civil rights and equality.®

By Mr. NICKLES (for himself, Mr.
WaLLoP, and Mr. MURKOWSKT) :
S. 1626. A bill to amend the Depart-
ment of Energy Organization Act to clar-
ify the jurisdiction of the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission, to reform and
improve the regulation of oil pipelines,
and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Commerce, Science, and Trans-
pertation.

PETROLEUM PIPELINE REGULATORY REFORM

® Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, on July
29, 1981, I announced my intention to
introduce petroleum pipeline regulatory
reform legislation to remove the require-
ment for unnecessary Government regu-
lation of petroleum and petroleum prod-
ucts pipeline transportation rates.

Over the past few weeks, I have had
the opportunity to work with several of
my colleagues to arrive at a consensus
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on legislative language to effect reform
of an industry which already is regulated
by competition.

Today I am introducing this legisla-
tion. The bill allows the competitive
market system to set petroleum pipeline
rates, while maintaining the safeguards
to protect the industry and consumers
against unlawful discrimination. I ask
unanimous consent that a section-by-
section analysis be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the analysis
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS—S. 1626

Sectlon 1. Title of the Act. This Act may be
cited as the Department of Energy Organiza-
tion Act Amendments of 1981,

Section 2. Statement of purpose: to foster
a competitive oll pipeline industry, induce
investment in new oil pipelines, and elimi-
nate unnecessary regulations,

Section 3(a). Repeals Section 306 of the
Department of Energy Organization Act of
1977 which transferred from ICC to the Sec-
retary of Energy those functions which relate
to the transportation of oil by pipeline.

Section 3(b). Repeals Section 402(b) of the
Department of Energy Organilzation Act of
1977 which transferred to FERC the functions
and authority of ICC to establish rates and
charges for the transportation of oil by
pipeline.

Section 3(c). Amends Section 402 of the
Department of Energy Organization Act of
1977 by adding a new Subsection to transfer
to FERC all functions related to the trans-
portation of oil by pipeline (formerly trans-
ferred to the Secretary of Energy and FERC
under Sections 306 and 402(b) of the Depart-
ment of Energy Organization Act of 1977 as
originally enacted), subject to the provisions
of Section 4 of this bill.

Section 4(a). Repeals those laws which vest
Jurisdiction and authority to suspend or de-
termine or prescribe rates, fares or charges
for the transportation of oil by pipeline, ex-
cept as provided by Section 4(b).

Section 4(b). Provides that the repeal in
Subsection 4(a) does not apply to the FERC’s
authority with respect to rates, fares or
charges for the transportation of ofl by the
trans-Alaska pipeline system.g

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

B. 811

At the request of Mr. THurMOND, the
Senator from Montana (Mr. MELCHER)
was added as a cosponsor of S. 611, a bill
to amend section 5 of the Uniformed
Survivors Benefits Amendments of 1980
to provide the same annuity benefits to
the surviving spouses of certain former
members of the uniformed services who
died before September 21, 1972, but after
their discharge or release from active
duty, as are provided under such section
to the surviving spouszs of ccrtain for-
mer members who died beforc such date
while serving on active duty.

5. 9841

At the request of Mr. THurMOND, the
Senator from Indiana (Mr. LUGAR) was
added as a cosponsor of S, 941, a bill to
authorize the construction and mainte-
nance of the Gen. Draza Mihailovich
Monument in Washington, District of
Columbia, in recognition of the role he
played in saving the lives of approxi-
mately 500 US. airmen in Yugoslavia
during World War II.
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8. 1230

At the request of Mr. CransrtoN, the
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. INoUYE) was
added as a cosponsor of S. 1230, a bill to
provide for the minting of commemora-
tive coins to support the 1984 Los Angeles
Olympic games.

5. 1249

At the request of Mr. PErcy, the Sena-
tor from Maine (Mr. M1TcHELL) was add-
ed as a cosponsor of S. 1249, a bill to in-
crease the efficiency of Government-wide
efforts to collect debts owed the United
States, to require the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget to establish regulations
for reporting on debts owed the United
States, and to provide additional pro-
cedures for the collection of debts owed
the United States.

8, 1272

At the request of Mr. Canwnown, the
Senator from Florida (Mr. CHILES) was
added as a cosponsor of S. 1272, a bill to
modify certain airport and airway user
taxes to provide appropriate funding for
the Airport and Airway Trust Fund, and
for other purposes.

8. 1450

At the request of Mr. Canwnown, the
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. InouvE), and
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
PRrESSLER) were added as cosponsors of
S. 1450, a bill to provide for the con-
tinued deregulation of the Nation’s air-
lines, and for other purposes.

8. 1528

At the request of Mr. ProxmiIre, the
Senator from Nevada (Mr. CANNON) was
added as a cosponsor of S. 1528, a bill to
amend the Social Security Act to pro-
vide for improved management of the so-
cial security trust funds and increase the
return on investments to those funds.

5. 15983

At the request of Mr. Packwoop, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
1593, a bill to revise regulation of inter-
national liner shipping operating in the
U.8. foreign commerce.

8. 1607

At the request of Mr. D’Amaro, the
Senator from Michigan (Mr. LEviy), the
Senator from Montana (Mr. MELCHER),
and the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr.
NickLEs) were added as cosponsors of
S. 1607, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a mini-
mum interest and dividend exclusion of
$200 for each individual.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 4

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, his
name was added as a cosponsor of Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 4, a joint resolution
to authorize the President to issue an-
nually a proclamation designating that
week in November which includes
Thanksgiving Day as “National Family
Week.”

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 103

At the request of Mr. THUrMOND, the
Senator from Maryland (Mr. MATHIAS),
the Senator from Virginia (Mr. WARNER) ,
the Senator from Kansas (Mr. DoLg),
the Senator from Oregon (Mr. Pack-
woobp), the Senator from North Carolina
(Mr. HeLms), the Senator from Alaska
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(Mr. MURKOWSKI), and the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. STevens) were added as co-
sponsors of Senate Joint Resolution
103, a joint resolution to authorize and
request the President of the United
States to issue a proclamation desig-
nating the 7 calendar days beginning
October 4, 1981, as “National Port Week.”
SBENATE RESOLUTION 175

At the request of Mr. BogeN, the Sen-
ator from West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH)
was added as a cosponsor of Senate Res-
olution 175, a resolution to congratu-
late the State of Oklahoma on the cele-
bration of its Diamond Jubilee.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
33—SUBMISSION OF A CONCUR-
RENT RESOLUTION TO DISAP-
PROVE CERTAIN FTC REGULA-
TIONS RELATING TO THE SALE OF
USED MOTOR VEHICLES

Mr. PRESSLER submitted the follow-
ing concurrent resolution, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation:

8. CoN. Res. 33

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That the Congress
disapproves the final rule promulgated by
The Federal Trade Commission dealing with
the matter of the trade regulation rule re-
lating to the sale of used motor vehicles,
which final rule was submitted to the Con-
gress on September 10, 1881.

® Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, on
September 25, 1980, I joined 51 of my
colleagues in a letter to the Chairman
of the Federal Trade Commission ex-
pressing opposition to the used car reg-
ulation. I regret that I must again stand
to oppose the adoption of this inspection
rule and rise today to submit a resolution
disapproving the Federal Trade Commis-
sion trade regulation relating to the sale
of used motor vehicles.

As current high interest rates continue
to plague our small businesses through-
out the country, it is totally inappropri-
ate to place additional burdens on this
beleaguered segment of the economy. In
South Dakota, 26 of the 260 franchised
automobile dealers have been forced out
of business in the last year and a half.
Americans saw hope of regulatory relief
with last year's election only to find
themselves faced with this proposed reg-
ulation which, for the last 8 years,
has been discussed and found impracti-
cal and inoperable.

As a member of the Senate Commerce,
Science, and Transportation Committee,
I am certainly familiar with the history
of this regulation. Although the pending
regulation has been modified by the
FTC, I find several major questions
which still need to be addressed.

Although the Commission does include
in its rule a warranty disclosure provi-
sion which does comply with the clearly
expressed congressional intent, it also
requires dealers to disclose known de-
fective components through a sticker on
the window of the vehicle. Neither the
Magnuson-Moss Act nor the legislative
history authorizes the Commission to
promulgate any known defect disclosure

rule for dealer sales of used motor
vehicles.
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The rule also states that a dealer has
knowledge of a defect if they have “ob-
tained facts or information about the
condition of a vehicle which would lead
a reasonable person in similar circum-
stances to believe that the car contained
one or more defects as defined in section
455.6 of the rule.” An inspection is indi-
rectly required in order to discover the
specific defect. '‘Defect” is a totally un-
workable term.

Mr. President, I have been contacted
by used car dealers who are primarily
small businessmen. They view this reg-
ulation as another of bureaucratic
strangling of their businesses. I believe it
is imperative that we carefully conduct
a cost-benefit analysis on this regula-
tion. Such regulation only increases the
cost to the consumer and discourages
the sale of used cars.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
opposing the adoption of the Federal
Trade Commission’s used car rule.®

SENATE RESOLUTION 211—SUBMIS-
SION OF A RESOLUTION CALLING
ON THE FEDERAL RESERVE TO
ENCOURAGE BANKS TO MAKE
LOANS FOR PRODUCTIVE USES

Mr. BENTSEN submitted the following
resolution, which was referred to the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs:

S. Res. 211

Whereas, the United States confronts an
interest rate crises of major magnitude with
interest rates at record high levels and little
prospect for their reduction in the near
term;

Whereas, these excessive interest rates are
well above the rate of inflation and the levels
which are necessary to protect lenders from
erosion of principal through inflation;

Whereas, these excessive interest rates are
creating a major depression in the housing
and auto industries, forcing many familles
into a position where they cannot afford to
buy homes, large consumer durables or safe
and reliable transportation, and forcing
thrift institutions, home bullders, bullding
material suppliers, realtors and auto dealers
Into bankruptey;

Whereas, these excessive interest rates have
driven up the cost of doing business for all
small businesses and farmers and have raised
their costs even while sales revenues are
dropping and threatening them with bank-
ruptcy;

Whereas, these excessive Interest rates are
threatening to create a recesslon which
would increase unemployment and welfare
lines, reduce tax receipts and Increase the
Federal deficit which may increase interest
rates further;

Whereas, one major factor responsible for
the excessive level of interest rates is credit
demand created by the use of scarce bank
loans for unproductive purposes, such as
preclous metal speculation or mergers by
glant business concerns which do not in-
crease productivity, output or economic
efliciency; and,

Whereas, the Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System In the past has dis-
couraged the use of bank funds in unpro-
ductive ways when such funds were scarce or
expensive: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Board of Governors of
the Federal Reserve System undertake an
aggressive campalgn designed to encourage
banks to:

(1) cease providing loans or lines of credit
for unproductive and speculative purposes,
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while increasing the supply of credit avall-
able for productive uses; and,

(2) ensure that thrift institutions, the
howsing industry, auto dealers, small busi-
ness, farmers and home buyers have access
to the cheapest possible credit in order to
avold a recession.

(The remarks of Mr. BENTSEN when he
submitted the resolution appear earlier
in today's RECORD.)

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED FOR
PRINTING

GOLD MEDALLION ACT AMEND-
MENTS—S. 1230

AMENDMENT NO. 540

(Ordered to be printed and referred to
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.)

Mr. SCHMITT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill (8. 1230) to provide for the
minting of commemorative coins to sup=
port the 1984 Los Angeles Olympic
games.
® Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, in 1978
the Congress passed the Gold Medallion
Act. This act was intended to provide for
Treasury sales to the public of gold
medallions commemorating noted Amer-
ican artists.

Unfortunately, the program has not
worked. The marketing plan devised by
the Treasury Department seems to have
been intentionally devised to discourage
sales. It is flawed in several ways. First,
the medallions can only be purchased
through a post office where, of course,
medallions are not displayed. The pros-
pective customer is not able to look
at and examine the product being
purchased.

Second, the purchaser must mail a
cashiers check or money order to pay for
the medallions. Checks are not permitted
thus adding to the inconvenience.

Third, the order is mailed to the
Treasury Department and delivery of
the actual medallion by mail occurs 6
weeks or more later. I fail to see why it
should be necessary for an individual to
wait 6 weeks to buy a gold medallion
from the U.S. Government when the
gold coins of South Africa, Canada, or
Mexico can be obtained in 10 minutes
from any number of dealers around the
country.

Fourth, the Treasury prohibits sales
of more than 125 medallions to any one
individual, thus insuring that others will
not develop an efficient and convenient
market in medallions where the Treasury
has failed.

The combined effect of this system of
marketing is to discourage sales. As a
result the gold medallion program has
never really gotten off of the ground.

The legislation I am submitting would
change this in a very simple and effective
manner by providing for the Treasury to
make bulk sales of the medallions to the
general public and to dealers.

I am informed that the marketing plan
in this bill has been considered by the
Treasury Department. The Department
indicated that they were willing to con-
sider implementing such a plan without
legislation. However, in light of past per-




20580

formance I am convinced that without
congressional action on this matter there
will simply be more foot dragging in the
future.

If we are to have a gold medallion pro-
gram, and the Congress voted over-
whelmingly that we are, let us have one
that works by allowing the public to
participate in a convenient manner.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the amendment be
printed in full at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the amend-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

At the end of the bill add the following:

GOLD MEDALLION ACT AMENDMENTS

Sec. 11. (a) Section 406 of the American
Arts Gold Medallion Act is amended by add-
ing at the end thereof the following:

“(d) Not later than 60 days after the date
of enactment of this subsecticn, the Secre-
tary of the Treasury shall provlde for bulk
sales of gold medallions struck under the
authority of this title to be made to the
general pubuc and to dealers through the
Treasury Department and, if appropriate, the
facilities of the Federal Reserve System and
the commerclal banking system.".@

TELECOMMUNICATIONS COMPETI-
TION AND DEREGULATION ACT OF
1981—S. 898

AMENDMENT NO. 541

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on
the table.)

Mr. GOLDWATER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill (S. 898) to amend the
Communications Act of 1934 to provide
for improved domestic telecommunica-
tions, and for other purposes.

CABLE TV PROVISIONS OF 5. B9B

® Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
within the next week or so, the Senate
will discuss, and I hope pass, S. 898,
which amends the Communications Act
of 1934. For reasons which are difficult to
understand, this bill includes three pro-
visions relating to cable television that
were added late during the committee
deliberations on the bill. A fourth cable
TV amendment, relating to cross-owner-
ship, was included much earlier and I am
not addressing it at this time.

One amendment would remove some
limited, but not all, of the jurisdiction
of the mayors of our American communi-
ties to regulate basic cable subscriber
rates if “alternative electronic media
services are reasonably available.” This
is found in section 202(h) of the 1934
Act, as proposed to be amended by S. 898.

Another amendment instructs the Fed-
eral Communications Commission to es-
tablish “reasonable ceilings” for fees to
be paid to States or cities by cable com-
panies receiving franchises from those
governments. This provision is section
202(i) of the 1934 act, as amended by
S. 898.

The third amendment provides that
utilities “shall afford reasonable access
for pole attachments to any person pro-
viding cable services.” This is contained
in section 224 of the bill.

Now, I had assured the mavors earlier
this year that there would be no such
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substantial cable changes relating to the
interests of local governments until new
and adequate hearings were held. Such
hearings have not been held during this
session of Congress.

Therefore, 1 announce my intent to
submit amendments at the appropriate
time striking these particular cable pro-
visions of the bill. This is not to say that
I would or would not support any or all
of these amendments later on, but many
persons feel the local officials and utili-
ties should have their ‘“day in court”
timely with Senate action on the subject,
whether or not any related hearings were
held a year or two ago.

Mr. President, my amendment would
allow the Senate to decide whether it
wishes to hold separate, new hearings on
these items. I ask unanimous consent
that the text of my proposed amend-
ment be printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the amend-
ment ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:

Beginning on line 20, page 106, strike out
through line 23, page 107.

On page 107, line 24, strike “(j)” and sub-
stitute “(h)".

On page 140, strike lines 2 through 12.@

AGRICULTURE AND FOOD ACT OF
1981—S. 884
AMENDMENTS NOS. 542 AND 543

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on
the table.)

Mr. ARMSTRONG submitted two
amendments intended to be proposed by
him to the bill (S. 884) to revise and ex-

tend programs to provide price support
and production incentives for farmers to
assure an abundance of food and fiber,
and for other purpose.

AMENDMENT NO. 544

(Ordered to be printed.)

Mr. LUGAR (for himself, Mr. PELL,
Mr. TsoNGAs, Mr. CoHEN, Mr. DANFORTH,
Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. HAYAKAWA, MTr.
JEPSEN, Mr. PErRcy, Mr. STAFFORD, Mr.
HATFIELD, Mr. RiEGLE, Mr. Levin, Mr.
HuMpHREY, Mr. BoscHwWITZ, Mr. GARN,
Mr. GorToN, Mr. HarcH, Mr. HEINz, Mr.
QUAYLE, Mr, SPECTER, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr.
Rorn, and Mr. Dopp) proposed an
amendment to S. 884, supra.

AMENDMENT NO. 545

(Ordered to be printed.)

Mr. MATTINGLY proposed an amend-
ment to S. 884, supra.

NOTICES OF HEARINGS
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I would
like to announce for the information of
the Senate and the public that the Small
Business Committee will hold a hearing
on S. 1620 legislation to extend the Small
Business Administration’s section 8(a)
11)!1;1:; procurement program to March 31,

The hearing will be held on Septem-
ber 21, 1981, at 9:30 a.m., in room 42¢,
Russell Senate Office Building. Senator
‘WEICKER will chair.

For additional information please con-
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tact Bob Wilson of the committee stafl
at 224-5175.
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I would
like to announce for the information of
the Senate and the public that the Small
Business Committee will hold a full com-
mitttee meeting to mark up S. 881, “The
Small Business Innovation Research Act
of 1981"” and 8. 1620, legislation to ex-
tend the Small Business Administration’s
section 8(a) pilot procurement program
to March 31, 1983.

The meeting will convene at 9:30 a.m.
on Tuesday, September 22, 1981, in room
424, Russell Senate Office Building.

For additional information please con-
tact Anne Sullivan or Bob Wilson of the
committee staff at 224-5175.

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs will hold
a hearing on the nomination of Charles
A. Bowsher of Washington, D.C., to be
Comptroller General of the United States
for a term of 15 years. The hearing will
be on Thusrday, September 17, 1981, at
1:30 p.m. in room 3302 of the Dirksen
Senate Office Building, For further
information, please contact Margaret
Hecht at 224-4751.

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES
TO MEET

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Governmental
Affairs Committee be permitted to meef
during the session of the Senate at 9:30
on Tuesday, September 15, 1981, to dis-
cuss S. 1080, the regulatory reform bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Governmental Affairs be permitted to
meet during the session of the Senate on
Wednesday, September 16, at 2 p.m., to
discuss the regulatory reform bill,
8. 1080.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I note
that both requests have been cleared on
this side of the aisle.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE CONSTITUTION

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcommit-
tee on the Constitution of the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
on Thursday, September 17, at 2 p.m., to
discuss bail reform legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON FEDERAL EXPENDITURES,

RESEARCH AND RULES

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous cousent that the Subcommit-
tee on Federal Expenditures, Research,
and Rules of the Committee of Govern-
mental Affairs be permitted to meet dur-
ing the session of the Senate on Friday,
September 18, at 9:30 in the morning,
to consider S. 719, the Consultant Re-
form and Disclosure Act of 1981,
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, [ ask
unanimous consent that the Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate on
Wednesday, September 16, at 9 a.m. to
receive a briefing on current intelligence
matters.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

PRELIMINARY NOTIFICATION OF
PROPOSED ARMS SALES

@ Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, section
36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act
requires that Congress receive prior
notification of proposed arms sales under
that act in excess of $25 million, or in
the case of major defense equipment as
defined in the act, those in excess of $7
million. Upon receipt of such notifica-
tion, the Congress has 30 calendar days
during which the sale may be prohibited
by means of a concurrent resolution. The
provision stipulates that, in the Senate,
the notification of proposed sales shall be
sent to the chairman of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee.

Pursuant to an informal understand-
ing, the Department of Defense has
agreed to provide the committee with a
preliminary notification 20 days before
transmittal of the official notification.
The official notification will be printed
in the REecorp in accordance with pre-
vious practice.

I wish to inform Members of the Sen-
ate that 11 such notifications were re-
ceived during the recess. As my col-
leagues know, four of these advance noti-
fications are for AWACS and F-15 en-
hancement equipment for Saudi Arabia.
Since they were transmitted in unclas-
sified form, I ask that the entire context
of those four notifications be placed in
the RECORD.

Interested Senators may inquire as to
the details of the classified preliminary
notifications at the office of the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations, room 4229
Dirksen Building.

The notifications follow:

DEFENSE SECURITY
AsSISTANCE AGENCY,
Washington, D.C., September 1, 1981.

Dr. Hans BINNENDITK,

Professional Staff Member, Committee on
Foreign Relations, U.S, Senate, Wash-
ington, D.C.

Dear DR. BINNENDIJK: By letter dated 18
February 1976, the Director, Defense Security
Assistance Agency, indicated that you would
be advised of possible transmittals to Con-
gress of information as required by Section
36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act. At
the instruction of the Department of State,
I wish to provide the following advance
notification.

The Department of State is considering

an offer to an American Republic for major
defense equipment tentatively estimated to
cost in excess of $7 million.
Sincerely,
Ericur F. VoN MARBOD,
Director.
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DEFENSE SECURITY
ASSISTANCE AGENCY,
Washington, D.C., September 1, 1981.

Dr. HaNs BINNENUDL K,

Profeszional Staff Member, Commitiee on
Foreign Relations, U.S. Senate, Wash-
ington, D.C.

DEas Ui, DINNENDIJK: By letter dated 18
February 1976, the Director, Delense Security
Assistance Agency, indicated that you would
pbe advised of possible transmittals to Con-
gress of information as required by Section
36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act. At
the instruction of the Department of State,
I wish to provide the following advance
notificatlon.

The Department of State is considering
an offer to an East Asian country tentatively
estimated to cost in excess of $25 mlllion.

Sincerely,
EricH F. VoN MARBOD,
Director.
DEFENSE BECURITY
AsSSISTANCE AGENCY,
Washington, D.C., September 1, 1981.

Dr. HaNs BINNENDUJK,

Professional Staff Member, Commiltee on
Foreign Relations, U.S. Senate, Wash-
ington, D.C.

DEAR UR. BINNENDIJK: By letter dated 18
February 1976, the Director, Defense Security
Assistance Agency, indicated that you would
pe advised of possible transmittals to Con-
gress of Information as required by Section
36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act. At
the instruction of the Department of State,
I wish to provide the following advance
notification.

The Department of State is considering
an offer to a European country tentatively
estimated to cost in excess of $25 milllon.

Sincerely,
EricH F. VoON MARBOD,
Director.
DEFENSE SECURITY
ASSISTANCE AGENCY,
Washington, D.C., September 1, 1981.

Dr. HANs BINNENDIJE,

Professional Staff Member, Commitiee on
Foreign Relations, U.S. Senate, Washing-
ton, D.C.

DeEArR Dr. BINNENDWK: By letter dated 18
February 1976, the Director, Defense Security
Assistance Agency, indicated that you would
be advised of possible transmittals to Con-
gress of Information as required by Section
36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act. At the
instruction of the Department of State, I
wish to provide the following advance
notification.

The Department of State is considering
an offer to a Middle Eastern country tenta-
tively estimated to cost in excess of $25
million.

Sincerely,
EricE F. Vo MARBOD,
Director.
DEFENSE SECURITY
ASSISTANCE AGENCY,
Washington, D.C., September 1, 1981.

Dr. HANS BINNENDIJE,

Professional Staff Member, Commitiee on
Foreign Relations, U.S. Senate, Washing-
ton, D.C.

DeAr Dr. BINNENDIIK: By letter dated 18
February 1876, the Director, Defense Security
Assistance Agency, indicated that you would
be advised of possible transmittals to Con-
gress of information as required by Section
36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act. At the
instruction of the Department of State, I
wish to provide the following advance
notification.

The Department of State is considering
an offer to a NATO country tentatively esti-
mated to cost In excess of $256 million.

Sincerely,
Erica F. VoN MarsoDp,
Director.
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DEFENSE SECURITY
AcSISTANC.. AGENCY,
Washington, D.C., September 1, 1981.

Dr. HANsS BINNENDIJK,

Professional Staff Member, Commiiiee on
Foreign Relations, U.S. Senate, Washing-
ton, D.C.

DeEAR Dr. BINNENDIIK: By letter dated 18
February 1976, the Director, Defense Security
Assistance Agency, indicated that you would
be advised of possible transmittals to Con-
gress of information as required by Sectlon
36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act. At the
instruction of the Department of State, I
wish to provide the following advance
notification.

The Department of State is considering
an offer to a NATO country tentatively esti-
mated to cost in excess of $256 million.

Sincerely,
Erice F. VoN MARBOD,

DEFENSE SECURITY
ASSISTANCE AGENCY,
Washington, D.C., September 1, 1981.

Dr. HaNs BINNENDLIK,

Professional Staff Member, Committee on
Foreign Relations, U.S. Senate, Washing-
ton, D.C.

Dear Dr. BINNENDIIE: By letter dated 18
February 1976, the Director, Defense Securlty
Assistance Agency, indicated that you would
be advised of possible transmittals to Con-
gress of information as required by Section
36(b) of the Arms Exporft Control Act. At the
{nstruction of the Department of State, %
wish to provide the following advance
notification.

The Department of State is considering
an offer to & NATO country for major defense
equipment tentatively estimated to cost in
excess of $7 million.

Sincerely,
Erice F. VoN MARBOD,
Director.

DEFENSE SECURITY
ASSISTANCE AGENCY,
Washington, D.C., August 24, 1981.

Dr. HANS BINNENDUJK,

Professional Staff Member, Commitiee on
Foreign Relations, U.S. Senate, Washing-
ton, D.C.

Dear Dr. BINNENDIIJK: By letter dated
February 18, 1976, the Director, Defense Se-
curity Assistance Agency, indicated that you
would be advised of possible transmittals to
Congress of information on Foreign Mil-
tary Sales, as required by Section 36(b) of
the Arms Export Control Act. At the in-
struction of the Department of State, I
wish to provide the following advance noti-
fication of the Administration’s intention
to sell to Saudi Arabla Airborne Warning
and Control System (AWACS) aircraft, aerial
refueling aircraft, AIM-9L missiles, and con-
formal fuel tanks for Saudl F-15 alrcraft.

When these proposed sales were first an-
nounced earlier this year, a number of leg-
islators offered suggestions concerning
them. As subsequent briefings and testi-
mony will indicate, the Administration has
carefully considered these suggestions in de-
veloping the sales proposals.

Further, because of the importance at-
tached to these sales by the Administration
and the Congress, we have modified our ad~
vance notification procedures in this case
in two respects. First, we are providing this
advance notification now, even though the
20-day notification period will not begin to
run until September 9, to allow the Congress
and its staff additional time to assess these
imvortant sales. Second, we are transmit-
ting the notification in unclassified form,
to permit the fullest possible consideration
of the details of the sales.

Please advise me if there is additional in-
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formation that we might provide to ald in
your review of these sales.
Sincerely,
EricH F. VoN MABBOD,
Director.

[Transmittal No. 81-CU]

Apvance NoTIFICATION oF PoOSSIBLE SECTION
36(b) STATEMENTS FOREIGN MILITARY SALES

a. Prospective purchaser: Saudi Arabia.

b. Description and quantity or quantities
of articles or services under consideration
for purchase: Five E-3A alrcraft; assoclated
spares and support equipment for three
years; three years of contractor provided
logistics, maintenance, and training support
in Saudi Arabia; USAF and/or contractor
provided CONUS training and technical sup~
port; a facillty site survey; and provision for
the design, construction, and supply of re-
quired AWACS related ground based Com-
mand, Control, and Communications (C*) fa-
cilities and equipment, including an appro-
priate number of ground radars.

c. Estimated value(s) of this case: $5.8
billion.

d. Description of total program of which
this case is a part: Same as b above.

e. Estimated value of total program of
which this case is a part: $5.8 billion.

f. Prior related cases, if any: None.

g. Military department: Air Force (SJA).

h. Estimated date letter of offer/accept-
ance (LOA) ready for formal notification to
Congress: September 1981.

i. Date advance notification dellvered to
Congress: August 24, 1981.

PoOLICY JUSTIFICATION

Saudl Arabla—E-3A aircraft:

The Government of Saudl Arabla has re-
quested the purchase of five E-3A aircraft;
assoclated spares and support equipment for
three years; three years of contractor pro-
vided logistics, maintenance, and training
support in Saudi Arabia; USAF and/or con-

tractor provided CONUS tralning and tech-
nical support; a facility site survey; and pro-
vision for the design, construction, and sup-
ply of required AWACS related ground based

Command, Control, and Communications
(C*) facilities and equipment, including an
appropriate number of ground radars, at an
estimated aggregate cost of $5.8 blllion. (An
additional sale may be reauested for desien
and construction services to provide ground
facllities to support the aircraft. This re-
quest, if recelved, will be notified separately.)

This sale will contribute significantly to
U.8. forelgn policy and national securlty
objectives by helping to increase the security
of & friendly country of vital interest to the
United States. By enhancing Saudl Arabla’s
ability to intercept hostile aircraft, the sale
will reduce the probability of major power
confrontation In the region. In addition to
enhancing the overall Western security pos-
ture in the Persian Gulf region, the sale
will increase regional stability by imoroving
Saudl Arabla's air defense capabilities. In
these ways, it will help ensure continued
Western access to vital Persian Gulf oil.

This sale will not have an adverse impact
on the regional military balance. The E-2C,
an airborne survelllance platform similar to
the E-3A, is currently in the inventory of
Israel. Ground radar systems are presently
in the inventory of most of Saudi Arabia's
neighbors.

Saud! Arabla currently lacks the early
warning required for an effective air defense
network. The E-3A alrcraft and related
ground based C* equipment, combined with
a small number of ground radars, are the
most effective means of providing the early
warning required for effective air defense.
Five E-3A alrcraft will allow the Royal Saudi
Alr Force (RSAF) to malntain one 24-hour
per day orbit durlng short periods of height-
ened tension or hostilities.
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Configuration of the RSAF AWACs will
be identical to the standard USAF E-3A alr-
craft except that the Joint Tactical Infor-
mation Distribution System (JTiDS), Elec-
tronic Counter Counter Measures (ECCM)
enhancement and sensitive intelligence in-
formation, have quick UHF communica-
tion modifications, and three additional dis-
play consoles included in the latest USAF
version will not be included nor will com-
mercial substitutes be provided for these
systems. However, commercially available
substitutes will be provided for the U.S.
Government Mode IV Identification Friend
or Foe (IFF) and U.8. Government encryp-
tion systems.

The Boeing Aerospace Company of Seattle,
Washington, is the prime contractor for this
proposed sale.

Initially, approximately 480 U.S. contractor
personnel will be required in Saudi Arabla
in support of this proposed sale to provide
logistics support and maintenance training.
Approximately 30 U.S. Government person-
nel will also be required to provide contract
oversight and operator training. Although it
is expected that the number of contractor
personnel will decrease as the RSAF becomes
trained to perform maintenance, some U.S.
contractor maintenance will be required in-
country for the life of the system.

This proposed sale has no Impact on U.S.
defense readiness as the E-3A will come from
new production.

[Transmittal No. 81-CQ]

ADVANCE NOTIFICATION OF POBSIBLE SECTION
36(b) STATEMENTS—FOREIGN  MILITARY
SALES

a. Prospective purchaser: Saudi Arabia.

b. Description and quantity or quantities
of articles or services under consideration for
purchase: One hundred and one ship sets
(202 tanks) of conformal fuel tanks (CFTs)
for the Royal Saudi Arabla Air Force (RSAF)
F-15 alrcraft. The CFTs are streamlined fuel
tanks, two per aircraft, which affix to the
sides of the F-15 fuselage. The sale would
include spare parts, support equipment,
training equipment, publications, and other
related support for the CFTs.

c¢. Estimated value(s) of this case: 110
million.

d. Description of total program of which
this case is a part: CFTs provide an addi-
tional equipment capability to the RSAF
F-15 (Peace Sun) program. Included in
the Peace Sun program are the purchase
of 62 F-15 aircraft, spares, support equip-
ment, flight simulators, basic munitions
(AIM-9P-3 and AIM-TF air-to-alr missiles),
technical data, U.S. technical and pilot
training, and construction of technical fa-
cilities. Also included are 42 months of in-
country contractor maintenance, training,
and logistics support. An additional sale of
AIM-OL Sidewinder air-to-alr missiles is also
being proposed under the Peace Sun pro-
gram.

e. Estimated value of total program of
which this case is a part: 85 billion.

f. Prior related cases, if any: (1) FMS Case
SFA (Peace Sun I): 60 F-15 aircraft,
spares, support equipment, training devices,
and air-to-air munitions. Case value $1.6
billion, accepted by Saudi Arabian Govern-
ment (SAG) 13 July 1978.

(a) SFA Amendment 1: Additional logis-
tics support. Case value $426 million, ac-
cepted by SAG 14 September 1979.

(b) SFA Amendment 2: Additional logis-
tics support. Case value 3534 million, ac-
cepted by SAG 24 February 1981.

(e) SFA Amendment 3: Additional en-
gines. Cash value 870 million; incorporated
into Amendment 2.

(2) YBM (Peace Sun II): In-country con-
struction for F-15 facilities. Case value 8879
million, accepted by SAG 10 February 1880.

(3) YBA (Peace Sun III): Contractor
technical support services and training for
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in-country support of the RSAF F-15s. Case
value $964 million, accepted by SAG 7 June
1980.

(4) TDA (Peace Sun IV): Conus F-15
training for RSAF pilots and maintenance
personnel. Case value $15.4 million, accepted
by SAG 15 February 1980.

(6) SGK (Peace Sun V): Two replacement
F-15C alircraft to be stored in CONUS as re-
placements for any of the original 60 RSAF
F-15s that may be lost. Case yalue $48.56 mil-
lion, accepted by SAG 25 November 1980.

g. Military department: Air Force (SFA,
Amendment No. 4).

h. Estimated date letter of offer/accept-
ance (LOA) ready for formal notification to
Congress: September 1081.

i. Date advance notification delivered to
Congress: August 24, 1981.

PoLicy JUSTIFICATION

Saudl Arabla—Conformal fuel tanks for
F-15 aircraft:

The Government of Saudl Arabla has re-
quested the amendment of FMS case SFA,
under which 60 F-15 aircraft are being pro-
vided to the Royal Saudi Air Force (RSAF).
This amendment will include 101 ship sets
(202 tanks) of conformal fuel tanks (CFTs)
and related spare parts, support equipment,
training equipment, publications, and other
support at an estimated cost of $110 million.

This sale will contribute significantly to
U.S. foreign policy and natlonal security ob-
jectives by helping to increase the security
of a friendly country of vital interest to the
United States. By enhancing Saudl Arabla's
abllity to intercept hostlle aircraft, the sale
will reduce the probability of major power
confrontation In the region. In addition to
enhancing the overall Wes*ern se~urity pos-
ture in the Persian Gulf region, the sale will
increase recional stability by Iimproving
Saudi Arabia’s air defense capabilities. In
these ways, it will help ensure continued
Western access to vital Persian Gulf oil,

Reacent military developments (the Iraq-
Iran War and the Soviet invasion of Afghan-
istan) have created a new situation in the
region which requires the enhancement of
thz RSAF F-15 capabllities, particularly in
providing the aircraft with more endurance
to improve the Saud! air defense capability.
The Kingdom is a relatively large geographi-
cal area, and CFTs would enable the Saudis
to fly sorties from bases other than those di-
rectly under attack. The CPFTs will increase
the time aloft of each F-15 flight, and given
the relatively small number of alrcraft, this
is an important factor in defending the
Kingdom.

The introduction of CFTs in Saud! Arabia
will not affect the regional military balance.
Israel has equipped its F-15s with CFTs.

The prime contractor will be the McDon-
n=11 Doglas Corporation of 8t. I-ouis, Mis-
souri, which is the aircraft manufacturer for
F-16s.

No additional U.8. Government or con-
tractor personnel will be required in Saudi
Arabia to implement this sale. Sufficient fuel
speclalists will be in-country under existing
contracts to provide support for the CFTs.

There will be no adverse imnact on U.S.
defense readiness as a result of this proposed
sale. The production rate for the USAF is
low enough to allow phase-in of another
customer to procure CFTs concurrently.

[Transmittal No. 81-CT]
ADVANCE NOTIFICATION OF POSSIBLE SECTION

36(b) STATEMENTS FOREIGN MILITARY SALES

a. Prospective purchaser: Saudi Arabla.

b. Description and quantity or quantities
of articles or services under consideration for
purchase: A quantity of 1,177 AIM-9L SIDE-
WINDER air-to-air missiles with related
spare parts and special test and support
equipment.
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c. Estimated value(s) of this case: $200
million.

d. bescription of total program of which
this case is a part: This sale will become a
part of the overall PEACE SUN program
which was for the sale to Saudi Arabia of
62 F-15 aircraft with spares, support equip-
ment, flight simulators, air-to-air missiles
(AIM-9P-3 and AIM-TF), technical data,
training in the CONUS of Saudi maintenance
technicians and aircrews, and the construc-
tion of technical support facilities. Also in-
cluded in the overall program are 42 months
of contractor maintenance, training, and lo-
gistics support in Saudi Arabia.

e. Estimated wvalue of total program of
which this case 1s a part: $5 billion.

{. Prior related cases, if any: (1) FMS Case
SFA (Peace Sun I): 60 F-15 aircraft, spares,
support equipment, training devices, and air-
to-air missiles. Case value $1.6 billion, ac-
cepted by Saudi Arablan Government (SAG)
13 July 1978.

(a) SFA, Amendment 1: Additional logis-
tics support to the Royal Saudi Air Force
(RSAF) F-15 program. Amendment value:
$426 million; accepted by SAG 14 September
1979.

(b) SFA, Amendment 2: Additional logls-
tics support to the RSAF F-15 program, in-
cluding funding for the retrofit of RSAF
AIM-TF missiles to include Product Optimi-
zatilon Program (POP) improvements.
Amendment value: $534 million; accepted by
SAG 24 February 1981.

(c) SFA, Amendment 3: Spare engines for
RSAF F-15s. Amendment value: $70 million;
cancelled as it was incorporated into Amend-
ment 2.

(2) YBM (Peace Sun II): Construction of
F-15 support facilities in Saudi Arabla. Case
value: $879 million; accepted by SAG 10
February 1980.

(3) YBA (Peace Sun III) : Contractor tech-
nical support services and training for in-
country support of the RSAF F-15s, Case
value: $964 million; accepted by SAG 7 June
1980.

(4) TDA (Peace Sun IV): Training of
RSAF F-15 alrcrews and maintenance per-
sonnel in the CONUS. Case value: $15.4 mil-
lion; accepted by SAG 15 February 1980.

(6) SGK (Peace Sun V): Two additional
F-15C alrcraft to be stored in CONUS as re-
placements for any of the original 60 RSAF
F-15s that may be lost. Case value: $48.5
million; accepted by SAG 25 November 1980,

g. Military department: Alr Force (SFA,
Amendment No. 5). -

h. Estimated date letter of offer/acceptance
(LOA) ready for formal notification to Con-
gress: September 1981.

i. Date advance notificatlon delivered to
Congress: August 24, 1981.

POLICY JUSTIFICATION

nSe.udl Arabla—AIM-9L Sidewinder Mis-
slles:

The Government of Saud! Arabia has re-
quested the purchase of 1,177 AIM-9L Side-
winder alr-to-air missiles for use on Royal
Saudl Air Force (RSAF) F-15 aircraft to-
gether with related spare parts and special
test and support equipment at an estimated
cost of $200 million.

This sale will contribute significantly to
U.S. forelen pollcy and national security ob-
Jectives by helping to increase the security
of a friendly country of vital interest to the
United States. By enhancine Saudi Arabla’s
abllity to intercept hostile aircraft, the sale
will reduce the probability of maior power
confrontation in the region. In addition to
enhancing the overall Western security pos-
ture in the Persian Gulf region. the sale
will Increase regional stability by improving
Saudi Arabla’s air defense capabilities. In
these ways, it will help ensure continued
Western access to vital Persian Gulf ofl.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Recent military developments in the Mid-
dle East (the Iran-Iraq war and the Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan) have increased the
potential for hostile action against Saudi
Arabia. This changed situation requires en-
hancement of RSAF F-15 capabilities, in-
cluding its capabilities for short range air-
to-air defense. The acquiistion of AIM-9L by
Saudi Arabia will not upset the regional bal-
ance. Israel has also purchased the AIM-9L
missile.

Saudi Arabla needs the AIM-9L missile
because of a legitimate requirement for
RSAF F-15s to be able to intercept high
speed hostile aircraft which could threaten
the oil fields with minimum warning. The
missile has the capability of a head-on at-
tack against hostile aircraft, which obvlates
the need for Saudi interceptors to lose vital
time in maneuvering into a rear attack po-
sition as required by the AIM-9P missiles
currently in the RSAF inventory. Therefore,
the AIM-9L significantly enhances the capa-
bility of the RSAF to intercept and destroy
attacking aircraft before they can damage
vital resources, RSAF personnel will be able
to absorb this missile into the inventory both
from the operational and maintenance per-
spectives, as they have already demonstrated
capabilities to operate and maintain earlier
AIM-9 series missiles.

The AIM-9L proposed for sale will come
from U.S. inventory on a one-for-one ex-
change basis as the new version AIM-9M mis-
siles are delivered from new production, The
prime contractor for the AIM-9M missile is
Raytheon Company of Lowell, Massachusetts.

It is estimated that approximately nine
additional munitions support U.S, contractor
personnel will be required for a period of
about three years, due to the increased size
of the overall RSAF air-to-air missile in-
ventory.

As noted, the AIM-9L missiles will be pro-
vided from U.S. inventory, and an equal
number of ATM-9M missiles will be produced
using funds from this FMS case to replace
them. Under these circumstances, no adverse
impact is anticipated on U.S. readiness.

[Transmittal No. 81-CV]

ADVANCE NoOTIFICATION oOF POSSIBLE SECTION
36(b) STATEMENTS FOREIGN MILITARY SALES

a. Prospective purchaser: Saudi Arabla.

b. Description and quantity or quantities
of articles or services under consideration
for purchase: Eight Boeing 707 aerial refuel-
Ing aircraft, including an Initial purchase
of six alrcraft and an optlon to purchase two
additional aircraft; three years supply of
spares and support equipment; three years of
contractor maintenance, training, and logis-
tics support in Saudi Arabla; and CONUS
training provided by USAF and/or the con-
tractor.

c. Estimated value(s) of this case: $2.4
billion.

d. Description of total program of which
this case Is a part: Same as b above.

e. Estimated value of total program of
which this case is a part: Same as ¢ above,

’r, Prior related cases, if any: None.

g. Military department: Alr Force (SKA).

h. Estimated date letter of offer/accept-
ance (LOA) ready for formal notification to
Congress: September 1981.

1. Date advance notification delivered to
Congress: August 24, 1981,

PoLICY JUSTIFICATION

Saudi Arabia—Aerial refueling alrcraft:

The Government of Saudl Arabla has re-
quested the purchase of up to eight Boeing
707 aerlal refueling aircraft, including an
initial purchase of six aircraft and an option
to purchase two additional alrcraft; three
years supply of spares and support equip-
ment; three years of contractor maintenance,
training and logistics support in Saud! Ara-
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bia; and CONUS training provided by USAF
and/or the contractor at an estimated cost of
$2.4 billlon.

This sale will contribute significantly to
U.S. forelgn policy and national security ob-
jectives by helping to Increase the security of
a friendly country of vital interest to the
United States. By enhancing Saudl Arabia's
ability to Intercept hostile alreraft, the sale
will reduce the probability of major power
confrontation in the region. In addition to
enhancing the overall Western security pos-
ture in the Persian Gulf region, the sale will
increase regional stability by improving Saudi
Arabla’'s air defense capabilities. In these
ways, It will help ensure continued Western
access to vital Persian Gulf ofl.

The purchase of the aerial refueling air-
craft will enhance the Saudl air defense capa-
bility by increasing the range and time aloft
of the Baudi F-15 alrcraft. In view of the size
of the country, the few bases at which the
F-15 alrcraft will be located, and the in-
creased regional threat, the capability to pro-
long the endurance of interceptor aircraft is
essential to the defense of the Kingdom.
These same aerial tankers can b2 used to re-
fuel the E-3A aircraft also requested by Saudl
Arabla and the F-5 aircraft already in their
inventory, likewise extending their time aloft.

The sale of this equipment and support
will not affect the basic military balance in
the region. Saudi Arabia already has EC-130
aircraft for refueling its F-5s. Both Israel and
Iran have aerial refueling capabilities.

Approximately 320 contractor personnel
will be required to provide initial in-country
support. The contract will be for support for
three years. Follow-on contractor support
beyond the Initial contract period is expected
to be needed for an extended period but the
number of U.S. contractors should decrease
as the Royal Saudl Air Force becomes trained
to perform maintenance.

The prime contractor will be the Boeing
Aerospace Company of Seattle, Washington.

There will be no adverse impact on U.S.
defense readiness as a result of this sale.
Procurement will be from new production.

PROPOSED ARMS SALES

® Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, section 36
(b) of the Arms Export Control Act re-
quires that Congress receive advance no-
tification of proposed arms sales under
that act in excess of $25 million or, in the
case of major defense equipment as de-
fined in the act, those in excess of $7
million. Upon such notification, the Con-
gress has 30 calendar days during which
the sale may be prohibited by means of
a concurrent resolution. The provision
stipulated that, in the Senate, the no-
tification of proposed sales shall be sent
to the chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee.

In keeping with the committee’s inten-
tion to see that such information is
available to the full Senate, I ask to have
printed in the Recorp at this point the
notifications which have been received.
The classified annexes referred to in sev-
eral of the covering letters are available
to Senators in the office of the Foreign
Relations Committee, room 4229, Dirkser.
Building.

The notifications follow:

DEFENSE SECURITY ASSISTANCE AGENCY,
Washington, D.C., August 21, 1981.

Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DeAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to the re-
porting requirements of Section 38(b) of the
Arms Export Control Act, we are forwarding
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herewith Transmittal No. 81-82 and under
separate cover the classified annex thereto.
This Transmittal concerns the Department
of the Army's proposed Letter of Offer to
Norway for defense articles and services es-
timated to cost $550 million. Shortly after
this letter is delivered to your office, we plan
to notify the news media of the unclassified
portion of this Transmittal.
Sincerely,
Erica F. Von MarsoD,
Director.

[Transmittal No. 81-82]

NoOTICE OF PROPOSED ISSUANCE OF LETTER OF
OFFER PURSUANT TO SEcTION 36(b) OF THE
ArmMs ExPoRT CONTROL ACT
(1) Prospective Purchaser: Norway.

(ii) Total Estimated Value:

Major defense equipment*
Other eeemms ko i P —

*As Included In the U.S. Munitions List, a
part of the International Traffic in Arms
Regulations (ITAR).

(111) Description of Articles or Services Of-
fered: Thirty-two ROLAND II fire units, 782
ROLAND guided missiles, 5§ M88A1 ROLAND
II recovery vehicles, and 32 XM975 carrlers.

(iv) Military Department: Army (VDT).

(v) Sales Commission, Fee, etc. Paid, Of-
fered or Agreed to be Pald: None.

(vl) Sensitivity of Technology Contained
in the Defense Articles or Defense Services
Proposed to be Sold: See Annex under sep-
arate cover.

(vil) Section 28 Report: Included in report
for quarter ending 30 June 1981.

(vill) Date Report Delivered to Congress:
August 21, 1981,

POLICY JUSTIFICATION
NORWAY—ROLAND II FIRE UNITS

The Government of Norway has requested
the purchase of 32 ROLAND II fire units,
782 ROLAND gulded missiles, 5 M88A1 RO-
LAND II recovery vehicles, and 32 XM975
carriers at an estimated cost of $550 million.

This sale will contribute to the foreign
policy and national security objectives of
the United States by improving the military
capablilities of Norway; furthering NATO ra-
tionalization, standardization, and interop-
erability; and enhancing the defenses of the
Western Alliance.

The Government of Norway has & require-
ment for this weapon system In order to
provide for point defense of high value
targets and to enhance its capability to de-
fend its air space. Norway will have no difi-
culty in absorbing this weapon system.

The sale of this equipment and supvort
will not affect the basic military balance in
the reglon.

The prime contractors will be the Hughes
Alrcraft Company of Canoga Park, Califor-
nia, and Boeing Aerospace Company of Seat-
tle, Washington.

Implementation of this sale will not re-
quire the assignment of any additional U.S.
Government or contractor personnel to Nor-
way.

There will be no adverse impact on US.
defense readiness as a result of this sale.

DEFENSE SECURITY
ASSISTANCE AGENCY,
Washington, D.C., August 24, 1981,
Hon. CrarLEs H. Percy,

Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to the re-
porting requirements of Section 368(b) of the
Arms Export Control Act, we are forwarding
herewith Transmittal No. 81-86, concerning
the Department of the Air Force's proposed

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Letter of Offer to Australla for defense arti-
cles and services estimated to cost $34 mil-
lion. Shortly after this letter is delivered to
your office, we plan to notify the news media.
Sincerely,
EricH F. VoN MArBOD,
Director.

[Transmittal No. 81-86]

Norice oF PROPOSED ISSUANCE OF LETTER OF
OFFER PURSUANT TO SECTION 36(b) oF THE
Arms ExrorT CONTROL ACT
(i) Prospective Purchaser: Australia,

(ii) Total Estimated Value:
Millions

Major defense equipment*

Other

Total

*As included in the U.S. Munitions List,
& part of the International Traffic in Arms
Regulations (ITAR).

(1if) Description of Articles or Services
Offered: Cooperative logistics supply support
for spare parts in support of major items of
equipment of U.S. origin already delivered to
and being operated by the Royal Australian
Alr Force.

(iv) Miiltary Department:
(EBG).

(v) Sales Commission, Fee, Etc. Paid, Of-
fered or Agreed to be Paid: None.

(vl) Sensitivity of Technology Contained
In the Defense Articles or Defense Services
Proposed to be Sold: None.

(vil) Section 28 Report: Included In re-
port for quarter ending June 30, 1981.

(vili) Date Report Delivered to Congress:
August 24, 1981.

Alr Force

POLICY JUSTIFICATION

AUSTRALIA—COOFERATIVE LOGISTICS SUFPLY
SUPPORT

The Government of Australia has re-
quested the purchase of cooperative logistics
supply support for spare parts in support of
major items of equipment of U.S. origin al-
ready delivered to and being operated by
the Royal Australian Alr Force at an esti-
mated cost of $34 million.

As an ally under the ANZUS treaty, Aus-
tralia plays a major role in assuring the
stabllity of Sotuheast Asia and the South
Pacific and is strateglcally located with re-
spect to the Indian Ocean as well as the
South Pacific. Therefore, the United States
has cooperated in improving Australia’s mili-
tary capability through forelgn military
sales, logistics agreements, and combined
exercises.

Spares and repair parts which will be fur-
nished under this case will support F-111C,
C-130, and C-7 aircraft and other systems of
U.S. origin under the cognizance of the U.S.
Alr Force. Such support will assure the con-
tinued mission readiness of Australian forces,

The sale of this equipment and support
will not affect the basic military balance in
the region.

Procurement of these items and services
will be from the many contractors provid-
ing similar items and services to the U.S.
forces.

Implementation of this sale will not re-
quire the assignment of any additional U.S.
Government or contractor personnel to
Australia,

There will be no adverse impact on U.S.
defense readiness as a result of this sale.

—

DEFENSE SECURITY
ASSISTANCE AGENCY,
Washington, D.C., August 24, 1981.
Hon. CHARLES H. 3

Chairman, Committes on Foreion Relations,

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. CHARMAN: Pursuant to the re-
porting requirements of Section 36(b) of
the Arms Export Control Act, we are for-

September 15, 1981

warding herewith Transmittal No. 81-88,
concerning the Department of the Air Force's
proposed Letter of Offer to the Federal Re-
public of Germany for defense articles and
services estimated to cost $32 million. Shortly
after this letter is dellvered to your office,
we plan to notify the news media.
Sincerely,
EricH F. VoN MARBOD,

Director.

[Transmittal No. 81-88]

NoTice or PROPOSED ISSUANCE OF LETTER OF
OFFER PURSUANT TO SECTION 36(b) OF THE
ArMS ExrPoRT CONTROL ACT
(1) Prospective Purchaser: Germany.

(11) Total Estimated Value:

Major defense equipment®_____
Other

Total

*As Included in the U.S. Mynitions List,
a part of the International Traffic In Arms
Regulations (ITAR).

(iil) Description of Articles or Services
Offered: Cooperative logistics supply support
arrangement, requisition case (FMSO II), for
follow-on spares and supplies in support of
aircraft and other systems and subsystems of
U.8. origin.

(iv) Military Department: Air Force (KBU
and EBV).

(v) Sales Commission, Fee, etc. Paid, Of-
fered or Agreed to be Pald: None.

(vl) Sensitivity of Technolory Contained
in the Defense Articles or Defense Services
Proposed to be Sold: None.

(vil) Section 28 Report: Included in re-
port for quarter ending June 30, 1981,

(viil) Date Report Delivered to Congress:
August 24, 1981.

PoLICY JUSTIFICATION

FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY-—COOPERATIVE
LOGISTICS SUPPLY SUPPORT ARRANGEMENTS

The Government of the Federal Republic
of Germany (FRG) has requested the pur-
chase of a cooperative logistics supply sup~-
port arrangement, requisition case (FMSO
II), for follow-on spares and supplles to sup-
port alrcraft and other systems and subsys-
tems of U.8. origin at an estimated value of
$32 million.

This sale will contribute to the foreign
policy and national security objectives of the
United States by improving the military
capablilities of the FRG; furthering NATO
rationalization, standardization, and inter-
operabllity; and enhancing the defenses of
the Western Alliance.

This cooperative logistics support arrange-
ment is necessary to ensure an uninter-
rupted flow of spare parts to support 250
F-4 alrcraft and other systems and subsys-
tems of U.S. origin. The German Air Force
will have no difficulty In absorbing the
articles,

The sale of this equipment and support
will not affect the basic military balance in
the region.

Procurement of these items and services
will be from the many contractors providing
similar items and services to the U.S. forces.

This proposed sale will not require the as-
signment of any additional U.S. Government
or contractor personnel to the FRG to carry
out this sale.

There will be no adverse impact of U.8. de-
fense readiness as a result of this sale,

DEFENSE SECURITY
ASSISTANCE AGENCY,
Washington, D.C., August 24, 1981.
Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DeAr MR. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to the re-

porting requirements of Section 36(b) of the
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Arms Export Control Act, we are forwarding
herewith Transmittal No. 81-84, concerning
the Department of the Navy's proposed Let-
ter of Offer to France for defense articles and
services estimated to cost $12 million. Short~-
1y after this letter is delivered to your office,
we plan to notify the news media.
Sincerely,
EricH F., VoN MARBOD,
Director.

[Transmittal No. B1-94]

NoTicE oF PrROPOSED ISSUANCE OF LETTER OF
OFFER PURSUANT TO SECTION 36(b) OF THE
Arms ExporT CONTROL ACT
(1) Prospective Purchaser: France.

(11) Total Estimated Value:
Millions
$11
1

12

*As Included in the U.S. Munitions List, a
part of the International Traffic In Arms
Regulations (ITAR).

(i11) Description of Articles or Services
Offered: Ninety-three MK-46 Mod 2 torpe-
does, two years of spare parts support, and
helicopter launch accessories.

(ilv) Military Department: Navy (LCBE and
BEZ).

(v) BSales Commission, Fee, etc. Pald,
Offered or Agreed to be Pald: None.

(vil) Sensitivity of Technology Contained
in the Defense Articles or Defense Services
Proposed to be Sold: None.

(vil) Section 28 Report: Included in report
for quarter ending 30 June 1981.

(vili) Date Report Delivered to Congress:
August 24, 1981.

PoLicY JUSTIFICATION
FRANCE—MEK-46 MOD 2 TORPEDOES

The Government of France has requested
the purchase of 93 MEK-46 Mod 2 torpedoes,
two years of spare parts support, and heli-
copter launch accessorles at an estimated
cost of $12 million.

This sale will contribute to the foreign
policy and security objectives of the United
States by improving the defensive capabili-
ties of an ally. Although French forces are
not now committed to NATO command,
France nevertheless bases its defense on co-
operation and interoperability with NATO.
The French Navy operates frequently with
the U.S. Navy and has much equipment of
U.S. origin.

The ME-46 Mod 2 torpedoes presently in
the French inventory are aging. This pur-
chase would allow them to increase the num-
ber of torpedoes they have on hand and give
them greater flexibility in the time schedule
to refurbish thelr older ones. Additionally,
the Government of France Is anticipating
the purchase of modification kits to upgrade
their torpedoes to the Mod 5 configuration.
This purchase would allow them to upgrade
newer torpedoes should they desire.

The sale of this equipment and support
will not affect the basic military balance in
the region.

The prime contractor will be Honeywell
Incorporated of Minneapolls, Minnesota.

Implementation of this sale will not re-
quire the assignment of any additional U.S.
Government or contractor personnel to
France.

There will be no adverse impact on U.S.
defense readiness as a result of this sale.

DEFENSE SECURITY
ASSISTANCE AGENCY,
Washington, D.C., Sept. 1, 1981.
Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY,

Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to the re-
porting requirements of Section 36(b) of the
Arms Export Control Act, we are forwarding
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herewith Transmittal No. 81-95 and under
separate cover the classified annex thereto.
This Transmittal concerns the Department
of the Navy's proposed Letter of Offer to the
NATO Seasparrow Consortium (N-3) for
Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Norway and
the Netherlands for defense articles and
services estimated to cost $240 million.
Shortly after this letter Is delivered to your
office, we plan to notify the news media of
the unclassified portion of this Transmittal,
Sincerely,
EricH F. VoN MARBOD,
Director.

[Transmittal No. B1-95]

NoTtice oF PROPOSED ISSUANCE OF LETTER OF
OFFER PURSUANT TO SECTION 36(b) OF THE
ArMs ExPorT CONTROL ACT

(1) Prospective Purchaser: NATO Seaspar-
row Consortium (N-3) for Belgium, Den-
mark, Germany, Norway, and the Nether-
lands.

(i) Total Estimated Value:

Millions
Major defense equipment*

*As included in the U.S. Munitlons List,
a part of the International Traffic in Arms
Regulations (ITAR).

(1i1) Description of Articles or Services
Offered: One thousand RIM-7TM SEASPAR-
ROW missiles and assoclated support.

(1v) Military Department: Navy (AAH).

(v) Sales Commission, Fee, etc. Pald,
Offered or Agreed to be Pald: None.

(vl) Sensitivity of Technology Contained
in the Defense Articles or Defense Services
Proposed to be Sold: See Annex under
separate cover,

(vil) Section 28 Report: Included in re-
port for quarter ending June 30, 1981.

(vill) Date Report Delivered to Congress:
Sept. 1, 1981.

PoLicY JUSTIFICATION

NATO SEASPARROW CONSORTUM—RIM-TM
MISSILES

The NATO Seasparrow Consortium for
Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Norway, and
the Netherlands has requested the purchase
of 1,000 R°"M-TM SEASPARROW Missiles and
assoclated support at an estimated cost of
$240 million.

This sale will contribute to the foreign
policy and national security objectives of the
United States by improving the military
capabilities of NATO; furthering NATO
rationalization, standardization, and inter-
operability; and enhancing the defenses of
the Western Alliance.

These missiles are being purchased to im-
prove existing short range, sea-based surface-
to-air missile capabilities, NATO members
of the Seasparrow Consortium already have
similar missiles in thelr inventories, and the
training and maintenance facilities to sup-
port these missiles.

The sale of this equipment and support
will not affect the basic military balance in
the reglon.

The prime contractor will be the Raytheon
Company of Lowell, Massachusetts.

Implementation of this sale will not re-
quire the assignment of any additional U.S.
Government or contractor personnel to the
NATO countries.

There will be no adverse impact on US.
defense readiness as a result of this sale.

DEFENSE SECURITY
ASSISTANCE AGENCY,
Washington, D.C., September 10, 1981.
Hon. CHARLES H. FE3CY,

Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
Dear MRr. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to the re-
porting requirements of Section 36(b) of the
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Arms Export Control Act, we are forwarding
herewith Transmittal No. 81-68 and under
separate cover the classified annex thereto.
This Transmittal concerns the Department
of the Army's proposed Letter of Offer to
Jordan for defense articles and services esti-
mated to cost $1056 million. Shortly after this
letter 1s delivered to your office, we plan to
notify the news media of the unclassified
portion of this Transmittal.
Sincerely,
EricH F. VoN MARBOD,
Director.

[Transmittal No. B1-68]

Notice oF PROPOSED ISSUANCE OF LETTER OF
OFFER PURSUANT To SBECTION 36(b) OF THE
Arms ExPorRT CONTROL ACT

(1) Prospective Purchaser: Jordan.
(11) Total Estimated Value:
Millions
Major defense equipment*

*As Included in the U.8. Munitions List, a
part of the International Traffic in Arms
Regulations (ITAR).

(111) Description of Articles or Services
Offered: Fifty thousand hand grenades, 58,-
000 rounds of 1556mm and 8-inch howitzer
ammunition, 20,000 rounds of 106mm main
gun tank ammunition, and 7,500,000 rounds
of 20mm, 7.62mm, and .50 caliber ammuni-
tlon.

(iv) Military Department: Army (VDC).

(v) Sales Commission, Fee, etc. Pald, Of-
fered or Agreed to be Pald: None.

(vl) Sensitivity of Technology Contained
in the Defense Articles or Defense Services
Proposed to be Sold: See Annex under sepa-
rate cover.

(vll) Sectlon 28 Report: Case not included
in Section 28 report.

(viil) Date Report Delivered to Congress:
September 10, 1981.

PoLiCcY JUSTIFICATION
JORDAN—AMMUNITION

The Government of Jordan (GOJ) has re-
quested the purchase of 50,000 hand grenades,
58,000 rounds of 155mm and B8-inch howitzer
ammunition, 20,000 rounds of 106mm main
gun tank ammunition, and 7,500,000 rounds
of 20mm, 7.62mm, and .50 caliber ammuni-
tion at an estimated cost of $105 million.

The sale will further U.S. foreign policy ob-
Jectives by assisting a friendly country to de-
ter hostilitles and defend itself in a region
where it is vital to U.S. interests to reduce
the probability of open conflict and to pro-
mote peace and stability. The sale will assist
the GOJ in meeting its legitimate defense
requirements and reaffirm to the Jordanian
military and political leadership that the
United States is responsive to the priority
modernization objectives of the Jordanlan
Armed Forces. This modernization effort is
consistent with U.S. views on Jordanian se-
curity needs, the regional military balance,
and long-range peace and stability in the
reglon.

This ammunition is compatible with U.S.
weapons already provided to Jordan and, as
such, does not Introduce a new weapons
capability into the regilon. This request for
ammunition will enable Jordan to replace
ammunition expended during tralning, as
well as fill basic load and war reserve stock-
ages.

This sale will not affect the basic military
balance in the reglon.

The several types of ammunition will be
procured from various contractors and gov-
ernment owned-contractor operated plants
throughout the United States.

Implementation of this sale will not re-
quire the assignment of any additional U.S.
Government or contractor personnel to Jor-
dan.
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There will be no adverse impact on U.S.
defense readiness as a result of the sale of
the hand grenades, 20mm, 7.62mm, or .50
caliber ammunition. As concerns the 8-inch,
166mm, and 105mm ammunition, the Depart-
ment of the Army has no current procure-
ment approval and thus there is no impact.
Should the Department of the Army receive
procurement authority for the B8-inch,
156mm, and 105mm ammunition it could re-
sult in delays of two months to one year in
deliverles that would otherwise become avail-
able at that time.

DEFENSE SECURITY
ASSISTANCE AGENCY,
Washington, D.C., September 10, 1981,
Hon. CHArLES H. PERCY,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DeEArR Mg. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to the re-
porting requirements of Section 36(b) of
the Arms Export Control Act, we are for-
warding herewith Transmittal No. B1-80,
concerning the Department of the Army's
proposed Letter of Offer to Turkey for de-
fense articles and services estimated to cost
$131 million. Shortly after this letter is de-
livered to your office, we plan to notify the
news media.

You will also find attached a certification
as required by Section 620C(d) of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, that
this action 1s consistent with Section 620C
(b) of that statute.

Sincerely,
EricH F. VoN MARBOD,
Director.

[Transmittal No. 81-80]

NoOTICE OF PROPOSED ISSUANCE OF LETTER OF
OFFER PURSUANT TO SECTION 36(b) OF THE
ArMS EXPORT CONTROL ACT
(1) Prospective Purchaser: Turkey.

(ii) Total Estimated Value:

Millions
80

Major defense equipment*
151 S SRS S SRR R L O, - VRN V- |

*As Included in the U.S. Munitions List, a
part of the International Trafic In Arms
Regulations (ITAR).

(ii1) Description of Articles or Services Of-
fered: Three hundred forty-elght M4BAS5
tank conversion kits.

(iv) Military Department:
and UND).

(v) Sales Commission, Fee, etc. Fald, Of-
fered or Agreed to be Pald: None.

(vi) Sensitivity of Technology Contalned
in the Defense Articles or Defense Services
Proposed to be Sold: None.

(vil) Section 28 Report: Included in re-
port for quarter ending 30 June 1981.

(viii) Date Report Delivered to Congress:
September 10, 1981.

PoLICY JUSTIFICATION
TURKEY—M48A5 CONVERSION KITS

The Government of Turkey has requested
the purchase of 348 conversion kits to con-
vert M4BAl tanks to the M4BA5 configura-
tion at an estimated cost of $131 million.

This sale will contribute to the foreign
policy and national security objectives of the
United States by improving the military
capabilities of Turkey in fulfillment of its
NATO obligations; furthering NATO ration-
alization, standardization, and interopera-
bility; and enhancing the defense of the
Western Alliance.

The Government of Turkey needs these
conversion kits to continue to upgrade its
Korean War vintage M48 series tanks. Turkey
will have no difficulty in absorbing and
maintaining the converted tanks as the
tanks, parts, tools, and test equipment are
already in the inventory and trained per-
sonnel are available. This sale will enable the

Army (UNC
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Turkish Army to increase its military capa-
bility. The tank conversion kits will be pro-
vided in accordance with and subject to the
limitation on use and transfer provided for
under the Arms Export Control Act, as em-
bodied in the terms of sale. This sale will not
adversely affect either the military balance in
the reglon or U.S. efforts to encourage a
negotiated settlement of the Cyprus gues-
tion.

The prime contractor will be the Chrysler
Defense Corporation of Warren, Michigan.

Implementation of this sale will not re-
quire the assignment of any additional U.S.
Government or contractor personnel to
Turkey.

There will be no adverse impact on U.S.
defense readiness as a result of this sale.

UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE
FOR SECURITY ASSISTANCE,
SciENCE AND TECHNOLOGY,
Washington, July 19, 1981.

Pursuant to section 620C(d) of the For-
elgn Assistance Act of 1961, as amended (the
Act), and the authority vested in me by
Department of State Delegation of Author-
ity No. 145, I hereby certify that the provi-
sion of tank conversion kits to the Govern-
ment of Turkey s consistent with the prin-
ciples contained in section 620C(b) of the
Act.

This certification will be made part of the
certification of the Congress under section
36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act re-
garding the proposed sale of the above-
named articles and is based on the justi-
fication accompanying sald certification,
and of which such justification constitutes
a full explanation.

JAMES L. BUCKLEY.

DEFENSE BECURITY
ASSISTANCE AGENCY,
Washington, D.C., September 10, 1981.
Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DeAR MRr. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to the re-
porting requirements of Section 36(b) of the
Arms Export Control Act, we are forwarding
herewith Transmittal No. 81-81 and under
separate cover the classified annex thereto.
This Transmittal concerns the Department
of the Army's proposed Letter of Offer to
Egypt for defense articles and services esti-
mated to cost $20 million. Shortly after this
letter is dellvered to your office, we plan to
notify the news media of the unclassified
portion of this Transmittal.

Sincerely,
EricH F. VoN MARBOD,
Director.

[Transmittal No. 81-81]
NoTICE oF PROPOSED ISSUANCE OF OFFER Pur-
SUANT TO SECTION 36(b) OF THE Arms Ex-
PORT CONTROL ACT

(1) Prospective Purchaser: Egypt.
(i1) Total Estimated Value:
Millions
Ma‘or defense equipment*

*As included in the U.S. Munitions List,
a part of the International Traffic in Arms
Regulations (ITAR).

(1i1) Description of Articles or Services
Offered:

(iv) Military Department: Army (UDJ).

(v) Sales Commission, Fee etc. Pald, Of-
fered or Agreed to be Paid: None.

(vl) Sensitivity of Technology Contained
in the Defense Articles or Defense Services
Proposed to be Sold: See ‘Annex under sepa-
rate cover.

(vil) Section 28 Report: Included in report
for quarter ending June 30, 1981.

September 15, 1981

(viil) Date Report Delivered to Congress:
September 10, 1981.

PoLicy JUSTIFICATION
EGYPT—IMPROVED TOW MISSILES

The Government of Egypt has requested
the purchase of 2010 I-TOW surface attack
gulded missiles and support equipment at an
estimated cost of $20 million.

This projposed sale will contribute to the
foreign policy objectives of the United States
by enabling Egypt to provide for its own
security and self-defense, thereby contribut-
ing to the peace process in the reglon.

The Government of Egypt will use the
I-TOW to replace aging equipment rapidly
becoming unserviceable due to the nonavail-
ability of spare parts. Previously, the bulk
of the Egyptian armument was provided by
the Soviet Union, but Egypt has turned to
the West for defense articles and services.

Because these I-TOW missiles will replace
obsoleseznt or unserviceable equipment al-
ready in the Egyptlan inventory, the sale will
not affect the military balance in the region.

The prime contractor will be the Hughes
Aircraft Ccmpany of Canoga Park, California.

Implementation of this sale will not re-
quire the assignment of any additional U.S.
Government or contractor personnel to
Egypt.

There will be no adverse impact on U.S.
defense readiness as a result of this sale.

DeFENSE SECURITY
ASSISTANCE AGENCY,
Washington, D.C., September 10, 1981.
Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear Me. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to the re-
porting recuirements of Section 36(b) of the
Arms Export Control Act, we are forwarding
herewith Transmittal No. 81-84 and under
separate cover the classified annex thereto.
This Transmittal concerns the Department
of the Army's proposed Letter of Offer to the
United Arab Emirates for defense articles
and services estimated to cost $28 million.
Shortly after this letter is delivered to your
office, we plan to notify the news media of
the unclassified portion of this Transmittal.

Sincerely,
EricH F. Von MARBOD,
Director.

| Transmittal No. 81-84]

NoTtice oF PROPOSED 1SSUANCE OF LETTER OF
OFFER PURSUANT TO SECTION 36(b) OF THE
ARrMS EXPORT CONTROL ACT
(1) Prospective Purchaser:

Emirates.

(ii) Total Estimated Value:

United Arab

Major defense equipment®

*As included in the U.S. Munitions List,
a part of the International Traffic in Arms
Regulations (iTAR).

(i1i) Description of Articles or Services
Cffered: Fifty-four jeep-mounted TOW
launchers, 1085 Improved-TOW (HEAT) mis-
siles, 101 practice missiles, supporting equip-
ment, associated siares, repair parts, fleld
engineering services, and training.

(iv) Military Department: Army
OBB, and OBC).

(v) 8Sales Commission, Fee,
Offered or Agreed to be Paid:

(vl) Sensitivity of Technology Contained
in the Defense Articles or Defense Services
Proposed to be Sold: See Annex under sepa-
rate cover.

(viii) Section 28 Report: Included in re-
port for quarter ending June 30, 1981.

(viil) Date Report Delivered to Congress:
September 10, 1981.

(UBG,

ete. Pald,
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PoLiCY JUSTIFICATION

UNITED ARAB EMIRATES—TOW LAUNCHERS AND
MISSILES

The Government of the United Arab
Emirates (UAE) has requested the purchase
of 54 jeep-mounted TOW launchers, 1085
Improved-TOW (HEAT) missiles, 101 prac-
tice missiles, supporting equipment, associ-
ated spares, repair parts, field engineering
services, and training at an estimated cost
of $28 million.

This sale will contribute to the foreign
policy and national security objectives of
the United States by enhancing the ability
of the UAE to provide for its own defense.
A strong and independent UAE, that is able
to defend itself, contributes to the stability
of the Middle East.

The addition of the TOW anti-armor mis-
sile system will enhance the UAE's ability
to respond to armor threats with organic
ground defense forces.

This sale will not have an adverse impact
on the regional military balance. The TOW
or similar anti-tank missile systems are cur-
rently fielded in the majority of the coun-
tries in the region.

The prime contractors are Hughes Aircraft
Company of Canoga Park, California, and
Emerson Electric Company of St, Louis,
Missourl.

This sale will require approximately eight
U.S. Government personnel in-country for
about two months upon delivery of the
weapon system.

There will be no adverse impact on US.
defense readiness as a result of this sale as
the system will come from new production.

DEFENSE SECURITY
ASSISTANCE AGENCY,
Washington, D.C., September 10, 1981.

Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. CHamRMAN: Pursuant to the re-
porting requirements of Section 36(b) of the
Arms Export Control Act, we are forwarding
herewith Transmittal No. 81-87, concerning
the Department of the Army's proposed Let-
ter of Offer to Indonesia for defense articles
and services estimated to cost $16 milllon.
Shortly after this letter is dellvered to your
office, we plan to notify the news media.

Sincerely,
EricH F. VoN MAREOD,
Director.

| Transmittal No. 81-87]
Norice oF PrOPOSED ISSUANCE OF LETTER OF
OFFER PURSUANT TO SECTION 36(b) OF THE
ArMs EXPORT CONTROL ACT

(1) Prospective Purchaser: Indonesia.
(1) Total Estimated Value:
Millions
Major defense equipment®*
Other 2

* As included in the U.S. Munitions List, a
part of the International Traffic in Arms
Regulations (ITAR).

(i1i) Description of Articles or Services
Offered: One hundred thirty-three M101A1
105mm howitzers with related training and
support items.

(1v) Military Department: Army (UCH).

(v) Sales Commission, Fee, etc. Paid, Of-
fered or Agreed to be Paid: None.

(vi) Sensitivity of Technoloev Contained
in the Defense Articles or Defense Services
Proposed to be Sold: None.

(vil) Section 28 Report: Included in re-
port for quarter ending June 30, 1981.

(viii) Date Revort Delivered to Congress:
September 10, 1981.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

PoLicY JUSTIFICATION
INDONESIA—105MM HOWITZERS

The Government of Indonesia has re-
quested the purchase of 133 M101A1 105mm
howitzers with related training and support
items at an estimated cost of $16 million.

This sale will contribute to the foreign
policy objectives of the United States by
helping to improve the security of a friendly
and strategically important country in
Southeast Asia.

The Government of Indonesia is upgrad-
ing its artillery forces. These howitzers will
be used to equip 10 operational and one
training battalion as the primary field ar-
tillery of the Indonesian Army. They will
replace obsolete Soviet bloc 76mm howitzers.

The sale of this equipment and support
will not aflect the basic military balance in
the region.

The prime contractor will be the US.
Army.

Implementation of this sale will require
the assignment of a U.S. Army site survey
team to Indonesia for a few weeks to identify
training and support requirements.

There will be no adverse impact on U.S.
defense readiness as a result of this sale.

DEFENSE SECURITY
ASSISTANCE AGENCY,
Washington, D.C., September 10, 1981.
Hon. CHarLES H. PERCY,
Chairman. Committee on Foreirn Relations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to the re-
porting requirements of Section 36(b) of the
Arms Export Control Act, we are forwarding
herewith Transmittal No. 81-89, concerning
the Department of the Navy's proposed let-
ter of Offer to Saudi Arabia for defense
articles and services estimated to cost $180
million. Shortly after this letter is delivered
to your office, we plan to notify the news
media.

Sincerely,
EricH F. VoN MArnaD,
Director.

[Transmittal No. 81-89]

NOTICE OF PROPOSED ISSUANCE OF LETTER OF
OFFER PURSUANT TO SrCTION 38(b) OF THE
ArMS ExPoRT CONTROL ACT
(1) Prospective Purchaser: Saudl Arabia.
(i1) Total Estimated Value:

Major defense equipment®

*As included in the U.S. Munitions List, a
part of the International Traffic In Arms
Regulations (ITAR).

(ii1) Description of Articles or Services
Offered: This case amendment is for the
purchase of the services and materlals re-
quired to complete the development, instal-
lation, and check-out of the Royal Saudi
Naval Forces (RSNF) Command, Control,
and Communications (C*) system; procure-
ment and installation of a microwave inter-
connect system between the RSNF com-
munications stations of Jidda and Juball;
spare parts, support equipment, training,
and contractor maintenance services for the
C* system and the microwave interconnect
system; and the completion of the RSNF
communications stations at Jidda, Jubail,
and Riyadh.

(lv) Military Department:
Amendment 5).

(v) Sales Commission, Fee, etc. Paid, Of-
fered or Agreed to be Paid: None.

(vl) Sensitivity of Technology Contained
in the Defense Articles or Defense Services
Proposed to be Sold:

Navy (LAH,

20587

(vil) Section 28 Report: Included in re-
port for quarter ending June 30, 1981.

(viii) Date Renort Delivered to Congress:
September 10, 1981.

PoLiCcY JUSTIFICATION
SAUDI ARABIA—COMMAND, CONTROL, AND
COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM

The Government of Saudl Arabia has re-
quested amendment of an existing Foreign
Military Sales agreement for the purchase of
the services and materials required to com-
plete the development, installation, and
check-out of the Royal Saudi Naval Forces
(RSNF) Command, Control, and Communi-
cations (C*) system; installation of a micro-
wave Interconnect system between the RSNF
communications stations at Jidda and Jubail;
spare parts, support equipment, training, and
contractor malntenance services for the C*
system and the microwave interconnect sys-
tem; and the completion of the RSNF com-
munications stations at Jidda, Jubail, and
Riyadh at an estimated cost of $180 million.

This sale is consistent with the stated U.B.
policy of assisting friendly nations to provide
for thelir own defense by allowing the transfer
of reasonable amounts of defense articles and
services. It will demonstrate the continuing
willingness of the United States to suppors
the Saudi Arablan effort to improve the secu-
rity of the country through modernization of
Saudi naval forces. In a regional context, en-
hancement of the defensive capabilities of
Saudl Arabia will also contribute to overall
Middle East security.

Saudi Arabla is in the process of enlarging
and improving its naval assets through the
Saudi Naval Expansion Program (SNEP) with
the United States. The SNEP includes the
purchase of 29 ships and craft, shore facill-
ties, equipment, logistical support, and train-
ing. This sale will provide for completion of
the shore-based communications system and
the U.S. designed C* system which are essen-
tial for the effective operation and control of
Saudi naval forces. This sale will not intro-
duce a new military capability into the region
since nelghboring countries have C? systems
with similar capabilities.

The sale of this equipment and support
will not affect the basic military balance in
the region.

The prime contractors will be Sclence Ap-
plications, Incorporated of McLean, Virginia,
and Page Communications Engineers, Incor-
porated of Vienna, Virginia.

Implementation of this sale will require
the assignment of 30 to 50 additional uU.s.
Government or contractor personnel to Saudl
Arabia.

There will be no adverse impact on U.S.
defense readiness as a result of this sale.

DEFENSE SECURITY
AsSSISTANCE AGENCY,
Washington, D.C., September 10, 1981.
Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to the re-
porting requirements of Section 36(b) of the
Arms Export Control Act, we are forwarding
herewith Transmittal No. 81-80, concerning
the Department of the Navy's proposed Letter
of Offer to Saudl Arabia for defense articles
and services estimated to cost $1.3 billion.
Shortly after this letter is delivered to your
office, we plan to notify the news media.

Sincerely,
EricH F. Vox MARBOD,
Director.

[Transmittal No. 81-80]

NoTicE OF PROPOSED ISSUANCE OF LETTER OF
OrFFER PURSUANT TO SECTION 36(b) OF THE
Arms Exvorr CONTROL ACT
(1) Prospective Purchaser: Saudl Arabia.
(11) Total Estimated Value:




20588

Major defense equipment*

*As included in the U.8. Munitions List, a
part of the International Traffic in Arms
Regulations (ITAR).

(1i1) Description of Articles or Services
Offered: This case amendment is for the
purchase of two additional years of contrac-
tor and U.S. Navy provided services in the
United States for post delivery support of
four Patrol Chaser Missile (PCG) ships and
nine missile equipped Patrol Gunboats
(PGG) purchased by the Royal Saudi Naval
Forces (RSNF) under previous Foreign Mili-
tary Sales agreements, two additional years
of contractor provided operations and main-
tenance support of RSNF shore facilities In
Saud! Arabla, and assoclated U.S. Navy man-
agement support.

(lv) Military Department:
Amendment No. 4).

(v) Sales Commisslon, Fee, etc. Pald, Of-
fered or Agreed to be Pald: None.

(vi) Sensitivity of Technology Contained
in the Defense Articles or Defense Services
Proposed to be Sold: None.

(vil) Sectlon 28 Report: Included in report
for quarter ending June 30, 1981,

(vill) Date Report Delivered to Congress:
September 10, 1981.

PoLicYy JUSTIFICATION

SATUDI ARABIA—CONTINUATION OF SUPPORT
SERVICES FOR THE SAUDI NAVAL EXPANSION
PROGRAM

The Government of Saudi Arabia has re-
quested amendment of an existing forelgn
Military Sales (FMS) agreement for the pur-
chase of two additlonal years of contractor
and U.8, Navy provided services in the United
States for post delivery support of four Patrol
Chaser Missile (PCG) ships and nine missile
equipped Patrol Gunboats (PGG) purchased
by the Royal Saudl Naval Forces (RSNF)
under previous FMS agreements, two addi-
tlonal years of contractor provided opera-
tions and maintenance support of RSNF
shore facllities In Saudl Arabla, and asso-
clated U.S. Navy management support at an
estimated cost of $1.3 billion.

This sale Is consistent with the stated U.S.
policy of assisting friendly nations to pro-
vide for their own defense by allowing the
transfer of reasonable amounts of defense
articles and services. It will demonstrate the
continuing willingness of the United States
to support the Saudi Arablan effort to im-
prove the security of the country through
modernization of Saudi naval forces. In a
reglonal context, enhancement of the defen-
sive capabilities of Saudi Arabla will also
contribute to overall Middle East security.

The United States is assisting the RSNF to
enlarge and modernize its forces through the
Saudl Naval Expansion Program ( SNEP). The
SNEP includes the procurement of 29 ships
and craft, shore facilities, equipment, logis-
tical support, and training. The services to
be provided under this sale will not intro-
duce a new military capabllity into the
reglon.,

The sale of this support will not affect the
basic military balance in the region.

The prime contractor will be the HBH
Company (a joint venture of Hughes Air-
craft Company, the Bendix Corporation, and
Holmes and Narver, Incorporated) of Arling-
ton, Virginia.

Implementation of this sale will require
the assignment of an additional 600 contrac-
tor personnel to Saudi Arabia.

There will be no adverse impact on U.8.
defense readiness as a result of this sale.

Navy (GAS,
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DEFENSE SECURITY
AsSSISTANCE AGENCY,
Washington, D.C., September 10, 1981.
Hon. CHARLES H. PERCY,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear Me. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to the re-
porting requirements of Section 36(b) of the
Arms Export Control Act, we are forwarding
herewith Transmittal No. 81-91, concerning
the Department of the Army’s proposed Let-
ter of Offer to Saudl Arabia for deslgn and
construction services estimated to cost $1.7
billion. Shortly after this letter is delivered
to your office, we plan to notify the news
media.

Sincerely,
EricH F. Vo Marsop,
Director.

[Transmittal No. 81-91]

NOTICE oF PROPOSEp I[SSUANCE OF LETTER OF
OFFER PURSUANT TO SECTION 36(b) OF THE
ArmMS EXPORT CONTROL AcCT

(1) Prospective Purchaser: Saudl Arabia.

(1) Total Estimated Value: $1.7 Billion.

(1i1) General Description of Facilities to be
Constructed: This case amendment is for
design and construction services for addi-
tional housing, personnel support facilities,
training and maintenance facilities, ex-
panded utilities systems, and a fleet head-
quarters bullding at the Royal Saudl Naval
Forces (RSNF) bases at Jidda and Jubail: a
data library system for the RSNF headquar-
ters in Riyadh; and alignment and calibra-
tion ranges for RSNF ships.

(iv) Military Department: Army (HAQ,
Amendment No. 16).

(v) Sales Commission, Fee, etc. Pald, Offer-
ed or Agreed to be Paid: None.

(vl) Sensitivity of Technology Contained
in the Design and Construction Services pro-
posed to be Sold: None.

(vil) Section 28 Report: Included in report
for quarter ending March 31, 1981,

(vill) Date Report Delivered to Congress:
September 10, 1981.

POLICY JUSTIFICATION
SAUDI ARABIA—NAVAL FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION

The Government of Saudi Arabia has re-
quested amendment of an existing Forelgn
Military Sales agreement for the purchase
of design and construction services for addi-
tional facilities required by the Royal Saudi
Naval Forces (RSNF) at the Jidda and Jubail
bases and the Riyadh headquarters complex
at an estimated cost of $1.7 billion.

This effort is one of several construction
projects being supervised by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers which, when completed,
will provide operational, training. and sup-
port facllities for the Saudi Arabian armed
forces. The development of defense infra-
structure is important in assisting nations to
provide for their own security. Further, the
values of construction efforts such as these
extend far beyond the facilities themselves
to the training and economic benefits derived
by the labor force.

This particular construction eflfort is in
support of the Saud! Naval Expansion Pro-
gram (SNEP), which will provide major fa-
cilities for the Royal Saud! Navy to include
deep-water ports on both the Red Sea and
the Persian Gulf, ship repair facilities, train-
ing facilities, a naval headquarters, and a
naval academy. This sale includes additional
housing, personnel support facilities, train-
ing and maintenance facilities, expanded
utilities systems, and a fleet headquarters
building at the RSNF bases at Jidda and
Juball; a data library system for the RSNF
headquarters in Riyadh; and alignment and
calibration ranges for RSNF ships. This sale
does not introduce a new military capability
into the region.

September 15, 1981

The sale of these services will not affect
the basic military balance in the region.

The prime contractor has not been deter-
mined at this time.

Implementation of this sale will require
the assignment of an additional 160 U.S.
Government personnel to Saudl Arabla. The
total contractor work force should approxi-
mate 5,000 persons, primarily third country
nationals.

There will be no adverse impact on U.S.
defense readiness as a result of this sale.

DeFENSE SECURITY
ASSISTANCE AGENCY,
Washington, D.C., September 10, 1981.
Hon. CHARLES H. PErcy,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. CHA1RMAN: Pursuant to the re-
porting requirements of Section 36(b) of the
Arms Export Control Act, we are forwarding
herewith Transmittal No. 81-92, concerning
the Department of the Air Force’s proposed
Letter of Offer to Oman for defense articles
and services estimated to cost 845 million.
Shortly after this letter is delivered to your
office, we plan to notify the news media.

Sincerely,
EricH F. VoN MARBOD,
Director.

[Transmittal No. 81-92]

NoTICE OF PROPOSED ISSUANCE oOF LETTER OF
OFFER PURSUANT TO SECTION 36(b) OF THE
ArMSs ExporT CONTROL AcCT

(1) Prospective Purchaser: Oman.
(1) Total Estimated Value:

Millions
Major defense equipment*

* As Included in the U.S. Munitions List, a
part of the International Traffic in Arms
Regulations (ITAR).

(1il) Description of Articles or Services Of-
fered: Two C-130H aireraft with support and
training.

(iv)
(8CA).

(v) Sales Commission, Fee, etc. Paid, Of-
fered or Agreed to be Pald: None.

(vl) Sensitivity of Technology Contained
in the Defense Articles or Defense Services
Proposed to be Sold: None.

(vil) Section 28 Report: Included in report
for quarter ending June 30, 1981.

(vili) Date Report Delivered to Congress:
September 10, 1981.

PoLICY JUSTIFICATION
OMAN—C-130H AIRCRAFT

The Government of Oman has requested
the purchase of two C-130H cargo alreraft
with support for two years and training at an
estimated cost of 845 million.

This sale is consistent with the stated U.S.
pollcy of assisting other nations to provide
for their own security and self-defense by
allowing the transfer of reasonable amounts
of defense articles and services. Oman's stra-
teglc location at the entrance to the Persian
Gulf closely links the national interests of
Oman and the U.S. Along with the formal
Access Agreement signed by the Govern-
ments of Oman and the United States in
June 1980, this sale of two C-130H alrcraft
will enhance our country-to-country rela-
tionship.

This sale is designed to assist the Omani
Air Force in modernizing and increasing its
transnort aircraft cavpability for the raoid
movement of troons and military eoulpment
within Oman and the resunnly of ground
forces. The sale of two C-130H alrcraft does
not introduce a new military capablility into
the region.

Military Department: Alr Force




September 15, 1981

The sale of this equipment and support
will not affect the basic military balance in
the region.

The prime contractor will be the Lockheed
Corporation of Marietta, Georgia.

Implementation of this sale will require
the assignment of two additional U.S. Gov-
ernment or two contractor personnel for a
minimum of one year.

There will be no adverse impact on U.S.
defense readiness as a result of this sale.

DEFENSE SECURITY
AsSSISTANCE AGENCY,
Washington, D.C., September 10, 1981.
Hon. CzarLes H. PERCY,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate, Washingion, D.C.

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to the re-
porting requirements of Section 36(b) of the
Arms Export Control Act, we are forwarding
herewith Transmittal No. 81-93 and under
separate cover the classified annex thereto.
This Transmittal concerns the Department
of the Navy's proposed Letter of Offer to
Spain for defense articles and services esti-
mated to cost $510 milllon. Shortly after
this letter is delivered to your office, we plan
to notify the news media of the unclassified
portion of this Transmittal.

Sincerely,
EricH F. Von MaArBOD,
Director.

[Transmittal No. 81-93]

Norice oF PrROPOSED ISSUANCE OF LETTER OF
OFFER PURSUANT TO SECTION 36(h) OF THE
ArMs ExXPORT CONTROL ACT

(1) Prospective Purchaser: Spain.
(i1) Total Estimated Value:
Millions
Major defense equipment*

*As included in the U.S. Munitions List,
8 part of the International Traffic in Arms
Regulation (ITAR).

(1i1) Desecription of Articles or SBervices Of-
fered: This sale is to provide development
and procurement of shipboard antisubmarine
warfare (ASW) electronic suites and the pur-
chase of 18 S8H-80B Light Alrborne Multi-
Purpose System (LAMPS) III helicopters for
the Spanish Navy carrier and three frigates.

(iv) Military Department: Navy (SBZ and
SCB).

(v) Sales Commission, Fee, etc. Paid, Of-
fered or Agreed to be Pald: None.

(vl) SBensitivity of Technology Contalned
in the Defense Articles or Defense Services
to be Sold: See Annex under separate cover.

(vil) Section 28 Report: Included in re-
port for quarter ending June 30, 1981.

(vili) Date Report Delivered to Congress:
September 10, 1981.

POLICY JUSTIFICATION

SPAIN—SHIPBOARD ANTI-SUBMARINE WARFARE
(ASW) BYSTEMS

The Government of Spain has requested
the development and procurement of ship-
board ASW electronic suites and the pur-
chase of 18 SH-60B Light Airborne Multi-
Purpose System (LAMPS) III helicopters at
an estimated cost of $510 million.

This sale will contribute to the foreign
policy and national security objectives of
the United States by furthering cooperation
under our Treaty of Friendship and Coop-
eration with Spain and improving Spain’s
coastal defense. Such improvement will ben-
efit the defensive posture of the southern
flank of NATO and contribute to keeping the
sea lanes open for supplying the US. in-

country military facilities which are impor-
tant staging and reinforcement sites.
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The purchase of these ASW systems will
upgrade and modernize the Spanish anti-
submarine capability by suppléementing or
replacing existing equipment. The Spanish
Navy will be capable of absorbing and main-
taining these systems within their current
inventory and capabilities.

The sale of this equipment and support
will not affect the basic military balance in
the region.

The prime contractor for the SH-60B
LAMPS III helicopter will be the IBM Cor-
poration, Federal Systems Division of Oswego,
New York, and the associate contractor will
be the Sikorsky Alrcraft Division of United
Technolcgies Corporation of Stratfcrd, Con-
necticut, The prime contractor for the ship-
board equipment has not been chosen be-
cause the configuration for these electronic
suites is not finalized.

Implementation of this sale will not re-
quire the assignment of any additional U.8.
Government or contractor personnel to
Spain.

There will be no adverse impact on U.8. de-
fense readiness as a result of this sale.

DEATH OF LAWRENCE J.
WASHINGTON

® Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I was
shocked and saddened to learn of the
death on Monday of a close friend and
civic leader, Lawrence J. Washington.
Larry was a leading figure in the Na-
tional Association for the Advancement
of Colored Peorle on a national level and
the unquestionod snokesparson for civil
rignts in Michigan. He "vas, in addition, a
friend and adviser whosc counsel I sought
and raspected.

Larry was a gentle person who could,
when he needed, turn into a tiger in the
constant battle for social justice. In a
1974 interview, he phrased his view of
the world with character.stic honesty
and elegance. He said then that:

I always believed in appealing to reason.
Of course, I also learned that some people
are more reasonable when you have them
in a hammerlock.

Larry’s accomplishments—achieved
through both reason and the hammer-
lock he knew when to apply—were un-
questioned. His voice will be missed, but
the wisdom of his words and the fruits
of his deeds will be long remembered
and felt. I will always remember him—
and I will always miss him.@

TO BE CONSERVATIVE

® Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, it
is a wonderful feeling to be a conserva-
tive these days. When I ran for President
17 years ago I was told I was behind the
times. Now everybody tells me I was
ahead of my time. All I can say is that
time certainly is an elusive companion.

But those reactions illustrate how far
the ideological pendulum has swung in
recent years. The American people have
expressed their desire for a new course
in our public policy in this country—a
conservative course.

President Reagan's triumphs at the
polls and in Congress during the past
year are, of course, great tributes to his

skill as a politician. But they also re-
sulted, I believe, from the long-develop-
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ing shift of public opinion to traditional
American values.

As far as I am concerned, that shift
had to come. Government had been in-
truding more and more into every aspect
of our lives. The people just would not
stand for it anymore.

I have seen it coming for a long time.
Throughout my political career, since
the day I took my sea! in the u.S. Sen-
ate, I have preached one basic theme:
The bigger Government gets, the more it
threatens our freedom.

I am certain those who contributed to
the growth of Government had all the
best intentions. As they started one Fed-
eral program after another through the
years, their motives always sounded good
and the intent of the programs always
seemed admirable.

Almost 150 years ago a young French-
man came to this country and marveled
at the success of the American experi-
ment in democracy. Alexis de Tocque-
vlillle wrote after visiting this country
that:

The advantage of democracy does not con-
sist . . . In favoring the prosperity of all,
but simply in contributing to the-well-being
of the greatest number.

And the foundation for our form of
government is not in the principle of
prosperity for all but in freedom for all.
That is what has attracted all those who
have migrated to this country. That is
what has made America the symbol of
hope and prosperity for all the world.
Freedom: That is what true conserva-
tism is all about.

Being a conservative in America tradi-
tionally has meant that one holds a deep,
abiding respect for the Constitution. We
conservatives believe sincerely in the in-
tegrity of the Constitution. We treasure
the freedom that document protects.

We believe, as the Founding Fathers
did, that we “are endowed by our Creator
with certain unalienable rights; that
among these are life, liberty and the
pursuit of happiness.”

And for 205 years this Nation, based
on those principles, has endured.
Through foreign wars and civil wars,
through political scandals and economic
disasters, through civil disorders and
Presidential assassinations, our flag has
flown high. Through it all we have sur-
vé'ived every possible attack on our free-

om.

But where the guns of war and the
breadlines of the depression failed, an-
other force could succeed in dividing our
country. The specter of s‘ngle issue reli-
gious groups is growing over our land.
In all honesty, I must admit that the
birth of the so-called “new right” is a
direct reaction to years of increasing so-
cial activism bv the liberal side of the
religious house. Within that development
lies a very serious threat to our liberty.

One of the great strengths of our po-
litical system always has been our tend-
ency to keep religious issues in the back-
ground. By maintaining the separation
of churrh and state. the United States
has avoided the intolerance which has
so divided the rest of the world with
religious wars. Throughout our 200-plus
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years, public policy debate has focused
on political and econcmic issues, on
which there can be compromise.

James Madison, once wrote that “If
nen were angels, no government would
be necessary.”

Well, Madison certainly recognized
that humans are not angels. He realized
that they tend to group together in nar-
row interest groups, which he called fac-
tions. And he wrote extensively in the
federalist papers about how the Consti-
tution should protect us from the abuses
of various factions.

Madison saw this as the great paradox
of our system: How do you control the
factions without violating the people's
basic freedoms?

Madison wrote:

In framing a government which is to be
administered by men over men, the great
difficulty lles in this: You must first enable
the government to control the governed; and
in the next place oblige it to control itself.

And in a well-constructed representa-
tive government like ours, Madison said,
one of our greatest strengths is our ability
to “break and control the violence of
faction.”

What he said is that the aim of the
framers of the Constitution was to allow
freedom of religion and freedom of
speech for everyone, not just those who
follow one relizious iaction.

Madison said:

A zeal for different opinions concerning
religion has occasionally divided mankind
. + . and rendered them much more dis-
posed to vex and cppoze each other than
to cooperate for the common good.

Can any of us refute the wisdom of
Madison and the other framers? Can
anyone look at the carnage of Iran, the
bloodshed in Northern Ireland, or the
bombs bursting in Lebanon and yet ques-
tion the dangers of injecting religious
issues into the affairs of state?

Our political process involves a con-
stant give and take, a continuous series
of trade-offs. From this system of com-
promise, we get legislation that reflects
input from many sectors of our society
and addresses many needs and interests.

Obviously, not everyone can be pleased,
but at least all sides are considered.

However, on religious issues there can
be little or no compromise. There is no
position on which people are so immova-
ble as their religious beliefs. There is no
more powerful ally one can claim in a
debate than Jesus Christ. Or God, or
Allah, or whatever one calls his supreme
being.

But, like any powerful weapon, the
use of God'’s name on one’s behalf should
be used sparingly.

The religious factors that are growing
throughout our land are not using their
religious clout with wisdom. They are
trying to force government leaders into
following their positions 100 percent. If
you disagree with these religious groups
on any particular moral issue, they
cajole, they complain, they threaten you
with loss of money or votes or hoth.

In the past couple years, I have seen
many news items that referred to the
moral majority, pro-life and other
religious groups as “the new right,” and
the “new conservatism,” Well, T have
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spent quite a number of years carrying
the flag of the “old conservatism.” And
I can say with conviction that the reli-
gilous issues of these groups have little or
nothing to do with conservative or liberal
politics.

The uncompromising position of these
groups is a divisive element that could
tear apart the very spirit of our repre-
sentative system, if they gain sufficient
strength.

As it is, they are diverting us away
from the vital issues that our Govern-
ment needs to address. We are facing
serious economic and military dangers in
this country today, and we need to make
a concerted effort to correct our prob-
lems in these areas.

But far too much of the time of Mem-
bers of Congress and officials in the ex-
ecutive branch is used up dealing with
special interest groups on issues like
abortion, school busing, ERA, prayer in
the schools, and pornography. While
these are important moral issues, they
are secondary right now to our national
security and economic survival.

I must make it clear that I do not con-
demn these groups for what they believe.
I happen to share many of the values
emphasized by these organizations.

I, too, believe that we Americans
should return to our traditional values
concerning morality, family closeness,
seif-recliance, and a dav’s work for a day's
pay. These are the values our forebears
clung to as they built this Nation into the
citade! of freedom it is today.

And I, too, have been pleased with the
swing of the pendulum for in recent
years to the conservative, moral end of
the spectrum.

But I object to certain groups jump-
ing on that pendulum and then claiming
that they caused it to swing in the first
place.

And I am frankly sick and tired of the
political preachers across this country
telling me as a citizen that if I want to
be a moral person, I must believe in “A.”
“B,” “C,” and “D.” Just who do they
think they are? And from where do they
presume to cliim the right to dictate
the'r moral beliefs to me?

And I am more angry as a legislator
who must endure the threats of every
religious group who thinks it has some
God-granted right to control my vote on
every rollecall in the Senate.

I am warning them today: I will fight
them every step of the way if they try to
dictate their moral convictions to all
Americans in the name of conservatism.

This unrelenting oktsession with a par-
ticular goal destroys the perspective of
many decent people with whom I think
I agree on most issues. In the quest for
moral righteousness they have become
easy prey to manipulation and mis-
judgment.

A prime example was the recent nom-
ination of Sandra O'Connor as a Su-
prame Court justice and the ensuing up-
roar over her stand on abortion.

The abortion issue has nothing to do
with being conservative or liberal. I hap-
pen to oppose abortion, but there are
many fine conservatives who would go
along with regulated abortions. In faect,
my own wife believes that a woman
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should have the freedom of choice for
herself whether she is capable of con-
tinuing the pregnancy and then raising
the child.

I disagree with her on that. Yet I re-
spect her right to disagree. If I expected
her to agree with me on every issue we
would be in a lot of trouble.

And the same goes tor prospective
Supreme Court justices. No single issue
ever should decide the fitness of a Su-
preme Court justice. To think otherwise
is to go against the integrity of the Con-
stitution.

There are many broad issues addressed
each day by a jurist that are much more
revealing of how that person might per-
form on the High Court. A judge’s atti-
tude on private property rights, State
sovereignty, statutory constryction, and
treatment of criminals tells me more
about whether a person is conservative
than his or her stand on abortion.

Of course, the saddest part of the whole
dispute was that Judge O’Connor was at-
tacked by these religious factions for a
position she does not hold. She opposes
abortion and said so. I firmly believe that
she recognizes the authority of legisla-
tures to regulate it.

She will make an excellent justice of
the Supreme Court. She will make Presi-
dent Reagan proud that he chose her as
the best of all candidates—men or
women.

And the religious factions will go on
imposing their will on others unless the
decent people connected to them recog-
nize that religion has no place in public
policy.

They must learn to make their views
known without trying to make their
views the only alternatives.

The great decisions of Government
cannot be dictated by the concerns of
religious factions. This was true in the
days of Madison, and it is just as true
today.

We have succeeded for 205 years in
keeping the affairs of State separate
from the uncompromising idealism of
religious groups and we must not stop
NOW.

To retreat from that separation would
violate the principles of conservatism
and the values uron which the framers
built this democratic republic.@

CONSULTATIONS ON INTEREST
RATE REDUCTIONS

@ Mr. BAUCUS. Mr, President, on July 30
my colleague, Senator MELCHER, intro-
duced Senate Joint Resolution 104 that
would require President Reagan to begin
immediate consultations with the Fed-
eral Reserve Board with the aim of re-
ducing interest rates substantially with-
in the next 60 to 90 days.

On August 20, the members of the
Montana Governor s Ad Hoc Committee
on Agriculture formally endorsed Sena-
tor MELCHER's resolution. I ask that their
endorsement appear in the Recorp.

The material follows:

STATE OF MONTANA,
Helena, August 20, 1981,

Montana’s two leading cereal grains, wheat
and barley, are currently selling for 50 and 56
percent of parity, resulting in an ever in-
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creasing need for credit to continue opera~-
tions. Current usurious interest rates are
devastating to agriculture as well as the rest
of the economy. A one percent increase in
interest rates results in a one billion dollar
increase in expenses nationally for agricul-
ture. An 8 percent decrease in rates would
mean additional income to meet cxpenses
in the amount of 8 billion dollars.

Senator John Melcher's efforts to lower in-
terest rates are to be commended. The under-
signed members of the Governor's Ad Hoc
Committee on Agriculture does hereby en-
dorse to support Senate Joint Resolution 104
introduced by Senator Melcher directing the
President of the United States to consult
with the Governors of the Federal Reserve
System for the purpose of substantially re-
ducing interest rates within the next 90
days. Unless this is done it will likely cost us
a generation of young farmers.

Montana Farmers Unlon, Montana Farm
Farm Bureau, Montana Stockgrowers
Assoclation, Montana CowBelles, Mon-
tana Cattlemen's Assoclation and
Dalry Assoclation, Natlonal Farmers
Organization, Montana Grain Growers
Association, Montana Women Involved
in Farm Economies, Montana State
Grange, Montana Department of Ag-
riculture, Farmers Unlon Marketing,
and Processing, Cenex, Graln Terminal
Association, Montana Weed Control
Assoclation, and LENEX.@

NOTICE OF DETERMINATIONS BY
THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON
ETHICS

® Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, it is re-
quired by paragraph 4 of rule 35 that I
place in the CoNGrREssIONAL REcorp this
notice of Senate employees who propose
to participate in a program, the prin-
cipal objective of which is educational,
sponsored by a foreign government or a
foreign educational or charitable orga-
nization involving travel to a foreign
country paid for by that foreign govern-
ment or organization.

The Select Committee on Ethics has
received a request for a determination
under rule 35 which would permit Mr.
Thomas A. Brooks of the staff of the
Committee on Banking, Housing and
Urban Affairs, and Ms. Joan McEntee of
the staff of the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs, to participate in a pro-
gram sponsored by a foreign educational
organization, the Eisenhower Fellows
Association in the Republic of China,
from August 11 to September 4, 1981,

The committee has determined that
participation by Mr. Brooks and Ms. Mc-
Entee, to discuss banking, finance and
economic development in the program in
Taiwan, is in the interests of the Senate
and of the United States.

The Select Committee on Ethics has
received a request for a determination
under rule 35 which would permit Mr.
John R. Steer, legislative director to
Senator STrRom THURMOND, to participate
in a program sponsored by a foreign edu-
cational organization, Tamkang Univer-
sity, in the Republic of China from
August 16-24, 1981.

The committee has determined that
participation by Mr. Steer in the pro-
gram in the Republic of China, at the
expense of Tamkang University, to dis-
cuss economics and international rela-

tions, is in the interests of the Senate
and the United States.
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The Select Committee on Ethics has
received a request for a determination
under rule 35 which would permit
Ms. Margo Carlisle of the staff of the
Republican conference, to participate in
a program sponsored by the Konrad
Adenauer Foundation, to be held in
Cologne, Germany from September 2
through 5, 1981.

The committee has determined that
participation by Ms. Carlisle in the pro-
gram in Cologne, Germany, at the ex-
pense of the Konrad Adenauer Founda-
tion, is in the interests of the Senate and
the United States.

The Select Committee on Ethics has
received a request for determination
under rule 35 which would permit
Mr. John E. Carbaugh, Jr. of the staff
of Senator HeLms to participate in a pro-
gram sponsored by a foreign educational
organization, the Konrad Adenauer
Foundation in Bonn, West Germany,
from September 3-6, 1981.

The committee has determined that
his participation in the program in West
Germany at the expense of the Adenauer
Foundation, to discuss the Atlantic Al-
liance, is in the interests of the Senate
and the United States.

The Select Committee on Ethics has
received a request for a determination
under rule 35 which would permit
Senator Pauvra Hawkins to participate
in a program sponsored by a foreign
educational organization, Ta Tung Uni-
versity, Taipei, Taiwan on August 31,
1981.

The committee has determined that
participation by Senator Hawkins in the
program in Taiwan, at the expense of Ta
Tung Universitv, to smeak to the faculty
and student body of that university, is
in the interests of the Senate and the
United States.

The Select Committee on Ethics has
received a request for a determination
under rule 35 which permits Mr. Robert
J. Kabel of the staff of Senator Lucar
to participate in a program sponsored by
a foreign educational organization,
Soochow University in Taipei, Taiwan on
Auzust 3-11, 1981.

The comm‘ttee has determined that
Mr. Kabel's participation in the program
in Taiwan, at the expense of Soochow
University, to discuss relations between
the United States and the Republic of
China, is in the interests of the Senate
and the United States.

The Select Committee on Ethics has
received a request for a determination
under rule 35 which permits Mr. Kent
Hughes of the staff of the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee to partic'pate in a
program sponsored by a foreign educa-
tional organization, Tamkang Univer-
sity in Taiwan on August 16-24, 1981.

The committee has determined that
Mr. Hughes' participat‘on in the pro-
gram in Taiwan, at the expense of Tam-
kang University, to discuss relations
between the United States and the Re-
pubic of China, is in the interests of the
Senate and the United States.®

SOUTH BRONX: STRENGTH FROM
UNITY

o Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, the
Sunday, July 26 Los Angeles Times car-
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ries a story entitled “South Bronx:
Strength From Unity.” As almost every-
one knows by now Mr. President, poli-
ticians have made the South Bronx the
most frequently visited part of New York
in recent years. It is now arparent that
the area is coming back to life. Its ren-
aissance is the result of the efforts and
faith of local residents and community
organizations.

I ask that the text of this article be
presented in the Recorp together with a
letter from New York's Mayor Koch.

Ciry oF NEw YORK,
New York, N.Y., July 28, 1981.
Hon. DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN,
Russell Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR SENATOR: The South Bronx is coming
back. Here's a fresh look by a reporter from
the Los Angeles Times. I know you'll be
pleased to read his story.

All the best.

Sincerely,
Epwarp I. KocH,
Mayor.

SourH BroNX: STRENGTH From UnITY
(By John J. Goldman)

New Yomrx.—After decades of decay and
delay, significant stirrings are taking place
in the South Bronx.

Where despalr once reigned, a series of di-
verse community organizations—some with
such exotic names as the Banana Eelly Com-
munity Improvement Assn., the Mid-Bronx
Desperadoes, the Bronx Frontier Develop-
ment Corp. and the Last Hope Tenants
Assn.—are beginning to bring change and a
plece of the American dream to the nation's
most publicized urban wasteland.

The South Bronx, 20 square miles of New
York City widely belleved to contain only
rubble-strewn empty lots, hides surprising
pockets of strength: an industrial park un-
der construction, truck farms, rose gardens,
restorations of burned-out apartment build-
ings, even a windmill.

Land speculators are beginning to emerge;
s0 are tax shelters for the wealthy.

An alllance of tough parish priests, pro-
fesslonal planners and community activists
is working to stamp out arson.

POTENT, APPEALING SYMBOL

Ground has been broken for 250 suburban-
style, middle-lncome homes. The scene isn’t
exactly Levittown, and the problems that
remain certainly are gigantic. But the sym-
bol of suburban middle-class home owner-
ship as a means of anchoring slum neigbor-
hoods is powerful and appealing to urban
planners.

“I hope that people who are middle-class
and who hung on will say, “Gee, we're glad
we hung on and we can stay,” says New
York's Mayor Edward I. Eoch, who was born
in the South Bronx. "I hope that people who
left and who are middle-class will come back
and buy some of these houses.”

“, . . It s an accurate statement to say
that the South Bronx is coming back,"” Koch
sald. “I belleve it to be so. People always
focus on the dreadful parts of the South
Bronx. You will find an enormous amount
of construction there—low-income housing,
moderate-income housing that has been
built over the years."”

“I AM VERY ENCOURAGED"

“There are centers of strength that will be
expanded as long as everybody hangs in
there,” adds Mitchell Sviridoff, president of
the Local Initiatives Support Corp., launched
by the Ford Foundation last year in an effort
to revitalize neighborhoods. I am very en-
couraged by what has been happening in the
Bronx."

The impression that the American dream
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remains permanently shattered in the Bouth
Bronx has been enduring and has been rein-
forced by tours of the rubble by politicians
of both parties, including Presinent keagan
and his predecessor, Jimmy Carter. Pictures
of both men viewing the wasteland of Char-
lotte Street hide another reality—the gritty
vitality of many residents who have been
working, building by building and block by
block, to rebuild.

“The South Bronx is both an area and a
scare word. The stereotypes tend to hide the
activity,” says Lols Harr, a project coordi-
nator with the Northwest Bronx Community
and Clergy Coalition, one of the principal
groups seeking to improve the area. “What
the South Bronx is about is people strug-
gling in their neighborhoods.”

““WE ARE THE GET SET"

“I am a conservative, llberal, radical
grandmother,” adds Anne Devenney, 61,
president of the Coalition’s Board of Di-
rectors.” We improve. We don't move. We
are not in the jet set. We are the get set.
We get things done.”

Despite her optimism, getting things done
in the South Bronx has traditionally been
very difficult. Resources for urban renewal
have been scarce generally, and New York's
fiscal crisis has heightened competition
among neighborhoods for the money that is
avallable. Thus, it is no surprise that what
remains to be done in the South Bronx is
awesome.

Just one statistic points to the scope of
the problems: At least half of the 2,900 aban-
doned buildings still standing are so badly
damaged that they must be torn down be-
fore new neighborhoods can be built.

But, two organizations have served as
catalysta.

PARTNERSHIP WITH OTHERS

One is the Local Initiatives Support Corp.
Launched by the Ford Foundation, it has
forged a partnership with three other foun-
dations and 10 corporations, including banks
and insurance companies, to raise close to
$2 million in fresh funds for the area. Since
it started last year, the cornora“ion has b-en
able to raise more than $25 million nation-
ally with 26 corporations contributing.

It has already funneled $255.200 to local
South Bronx groups that have shown stabll-
ity, managerial competence and community
rapport. Only to the extent that these and
other grass-roots organizations across the
nation become businesslike and self-suffi-
clent, will they be able to weather the dif-
ficult times ahead when federal budget cuts
hit home.

A PASCINATING PLACE

The second coordinating body 1s the South
Bronx Development Organization, directed
by Edward J. Logue, the veteran urban plan-
ner whose work has altered the design of
Boston, New Haven and New York. This
group, created by Koch, has 15 directors
representing City Hall, the Bronx Borough
Hall and the South Bronx's six community
boards. It started operations in 1979 and
last fall was again funded by the clity, state
and federal governments as a nonprofit local
development corp. It seeks economic devel-
opment, Job creation, housing and rehabili-
tation.

“It (the South Bronx) is a fascinating
place. You catch the spirit of it,” Logue
8aYys. “A year from now we ~ill ha~e ac-le "ed
more momentum and begun to change at-
titudes even more. We will be getting more
people in there to work. And we will be
significantly more along in the basic thing
we have to do—change the town's attitude
about itself.”

“If you change the attitude of the South
Bronx people and they begin to think there
is a reason for staylng and a reason for im-
proving, that makes the difference . . . There

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

15 a whole public perception of what the
place is like, and there is a whole diierent
reality.”

DECLINE IN POPULATION

The reality of what happened in the South
Bronx has been well chronicled—the flight
of the middle class to the suburbs, the in-
flux of poor, the arson, abandonment and
decay. Latest census figures show the decline.

In the 10 years since 1970, the population
of the South Bronx dropped from 763,326
to 459,777—a loss of 303,649. The loss of
about 40 percent of any area’s residents is
startling. Not only did the population leave,
but it changed, becoming overwhelmingly
black and Latino.

Summarizing the turbulence and what
happened afterward, the police station serv-
ing the toughest area in the South Bronx
changed its nickname from “Ft. Apache” to
“The Little House on the Pralrie.” Urban
planners say the South Bronx burned itself
out. What remained became ripe for renewal.

PRIESTS STARTED ORGANIZING

But while attention focused on the fire-
storm, several groups stubbornly stayed.
Parish priests, facing rows of empty pews
as parishioners fled, switched to community
organizing. While chaos in the classroom
dominated many public schools, the tough
priests and nuns kept up educational stand-
ards in parochial schools. On some blocks
residents formed community organizations
to repalr buildings, press aosen.ee landlords
for heat and hot water and to fight for a
share of avallable local and federal funds.

“The role of the church as a cataiytic lorce
and as a stabilizing force has been major,"
Logue says. “The clergy belleves there is work
to be done, and they are working away at it.
The clergy has a very special reason. What is
& clergy without a flock?

“The parochial schools could have dled.
They went through some lean times, and
then people said, ‘Hey, here I get security,
here I get discipline. My child gets educated.’
You don't hear of any of the parochial
schools closing down."

GOOD PRICE ON A HOME

“. . . I tell everybody, sure we have 150,000
or 175,000 people on welfare,” Logue adds.
“But we got close to 300,000 people in fami-
lies who support themselves. That says some-
thing. There is a large self-supporting popu-
lation."

Stabilizing that population has been a ma-
Jor priority of South Bronx pioneers. Bullding
260 private suburban homes is the most
dramatic event that has happened to the
area In decades. The home bullding is clear-
ly almed at residents who are tempted to
move elsewhere.

The address aside, the deal is one of the
best in the natlon. In few other places can
buyers pay $41,500 for a brand-new, two-
story, three-bedroom row house, complete
with driveway and front yard, all with a 4.756
percent mortgage. A four-bedroom model is
avallable for $49,500. Purchasers are required
to earn from about $14,300 to $26,000 a year.

Two factors make the offering possible—
the large amount of cheap city-owned land
that was cleared by arson, plus a subsidized
federal mortgage plan for single-family
homes.

WORKSHOPS FOR PURCHASERS

The res~onse of South Bronx residents has
heen strong, even thoueh there has been no
advertisine yet and model homes still are to
be built. The cooperative extension service of
Cornell University has been running work-
shops for potential purchasers. Some of the
meetings in local schools and chvrches have
attracted as manv as 400 peoole, who receive
basic lessons in budgeting and worksheets
on the cash flow that it takes to pay off a
mortgage.
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Over the years some urban planners, con-
cerned about the plight of the poor, have
criticizea briuging more afiluent families into
an area—a process they label gentritication.

“You know, there are people who are
against gentrification as they aefine it. I'm
tor gentrification because I define it more
broadly,” says Koch. “I happen to belleve it's
helpful to an area that is perceived as low-
income, near the bottom of the poverty lad-
der to have an infusion of middle-cluss peo-
2le—black, white and Hispanic—to upgrade
the area.

“Nobody seems to get upset when a middle-
class area starts to go downhill and the poor
people move in. Why should people be upset
from an ldeologlical point of view that mid-
dle-class people move into a neighborhood
that 1s poor? It takes years and years and
years before there is even 4 significant impact
of middle-class people moving into a neigh-
borhood. I encourage it.”

As Important as the private housing is the
plan for Bathgate Industrial Park. When
fully developed, it is designed to bring 1,-
500 jobs to the South Bronx. The first bulld-
ing on the 21.5-acre site, situated largely on
city-owned land near a convenlent express-
way, 18 under construction.

When the first structure is finished it will
contain 60,000 square feet and will rent at
between $2.50 and $3.00 a square foot—a
price attractive enough to compete with in-
dustrial parks in New Jersey and Connecti-
cut. To be secure from theft and vandalism
the industrial park will use such techniques
as off-street parking and inside loading.

With Koch's backing, the first bullding is
being erected as a speculative venture—but
If indications of interest from companies
continue, parts of the park will not be specu-
lative for long. The Port of New York Au-
thority has become a partner in the project
and has agreed to develop at least three of its
elght blocks. Over the next five years the
South Bronx Development Organization sees
a market for 2.5 million square feet of now
industrial space. It has been looking for
other sites.

700 LOCAL GROUPS SURVIVE

Another part of the strategy for bringing
back the Bronx is strengthening existing
community groups. About 700 local groups
have survived, ranging from block assocla-
tions to larger bodies like the Burnside De-
velopment Corp., the Northwest Bronx Com-
munity and Clergy Coalition and the South-
east Bronx Community Organization,

Danlel Rosa, who runs a meat market on
Burnside Avenue, remembers the days when
Loew's Burnside Theater flourished. The
movie house no longer operates, and Rosa, as
head of the Burnside Development Corp.
consisting of 100 merchants, has been fight-
ing to bring back what was once a very
strong shopping area.

*“This was always a seven-day-a-week busi-
ness community, predominantly Jewish,”
Rosa recalls. “The void is being filled by mid-
dle-class blacks and Hispanics. They are try-
ing to raise their children to give them a bet-
ter outlook.”

Rosa is part cheerleader, part urban strate-
gist. He lobbies for better street lighting,
for quick rehabilitation of buildings after
fires, for better subway service and for new
private investment along Burnside Avenue.

“We want to have a neighborhood office to
set up tenant organizations,” he sald, spread-
ing a map of the area on the top of his meat
market's freezer. “We are trying the grass-
roots, ground-up approach. We are trying to
show the city there is a tremendous amount
of vitality up here. The Bronx bottomed out
a few years ago. The smart real estate people
knew there is a future.”

‘While Rosa heads one of the more success-
ful neighborhood merchants associations,
the scope of the Northwest Bronx Commu-
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nity and Clergy Coalition is far broader. Its
mandate covers one-fourth of the Bronx.

The coalition was organized in 1973 by the
pastors of 16 parishes. Their goal was to treat
the problems of their 12 neighborhoods in
the Northwest Bronx and avold the waves of
destruction sweeping through the southern
part of the borough. But trouble soon spread
north until the area the coalition serves is
now considered part of the devastated South
Bronx.

The churchmen responded by convassing
their neighborhoods and forming 974 tenant
associations and 137 block organizations.
The coalition made efforts to save hundreds
of decaying buildings, fighting to have 37,000
building violations removed and improving
safety in 557 structures through installing
secure lobby doors, intercom systems and
other measures. New bollers, plumbing, wir-
ing, mailboxes and roofs were obtained in
many cases.

The Community and Clergy Coalition has
organized more than 300 cleanups of streets,
sidewalks and vacant lots. It has planted
trees and community gardens, sealed aban-
doned buildings, repaired broken sewers and
supervised play streets. Nelghborhood pa-
trols have been organized. The coalition has
forged alllances with several banks and in-
surance companles to get financing for
building improvements. Three insurance
companies—Aetna, Allstate and Travelers—
have agreed to write policies in neighbor-
hoods the coalition covers.

ARSON PREVENTION PROJECT

Working with members of the Bronx Dis-
trict Attorney’'s Office, the U.S. Fire Admin-
istration and the New York City Fire De-
partment, members of the coalition have
launched a unique arson prevention project
in 50 bulldings.

Arson-prone bulldings are Identified
through computer analysis. Tax arrears, va-
cancy rate, the number of previous fires of
other measurements are entered into a com-
puter and a score is assigned to the struc-
ture. Thirteen would be an abandoned build-
ing with 12 previous fires.

“Most of the buildings we look at are in
the 1.85 range, says Lols Harr, who heads
the coalition’s antiarson effort ““We channel
the buildings Into a treatment program.”

TREATMENT PROGRAM

That can include organizing the build-
ing's tenants, finding out who holds the in-
surance, insnecting the structure for repairs
and meeting with cooperative landlords to
arrange fix-ups or refinancing. If a landlord
is uncooperative, court actlon can follow to
put a bank-appointed manager In charge of
the building.

Sometimes the satisfactions are far greater
than restoring bricks and mortar. Harr, 27,
who grew up in the Bronx and who graduated
from Fordham University In the neighbor-
hood where rehabilitation work is under way,
remembers what happened in one bullding
when 1t was finally repaired,

“The younger people, blacks and Hispanics
in the building, gave a little old white-haired
lady a birthday party. They learned there was
something to be gained by working together.
It was a thrill to go to her birthday party,”
Harr sald. “It was the first winter in four
years they had heat and hot water.”

ENTERING ANOTHER WORLD

Perhaps the most spectacular progress in
all 20 square miles of the South Bronx has
been made in the Hunts Point section nick-
named Gigante Land, after Father Louis
Gigante, an assoclate pastor of St. Athana-
slus Roman Catholic Church.

Gigante formed the Southeast Bronx Com-
munity Organization in 1968 when Hunts
Point was svnonymous with dilavidated
housing, poor health care, crime and decay.

These days, to enter Gigante Land is to enter
another world.
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The area is dominated by rehabllitated
apartment houses and Tifiany Plaza, and
outdoor, European-style plaza with orna-
mental fountains and lion's-head sculptures,
made in Italy, spouting water. The plaza con-
tains a stage and 30 honey locust trees. Over
the years, Gigante has overseen the construc-
tion and rehabilitation of 1,100 federally sub-
sidized apartments.

SELLING TAX SHELTERS

The group's budget is funded in part by
the sale of tax shelters on its bulldings. On
& $10,000 investment, deductions of up to
$30,000 a year for five years are possible. Sell-
ing tax shelters to wealth investors has be-
come an increasingly common tactic among
South Bronx development groups.

There also are signs that real estate spec-
ulators are beginning to purchass propertles
on a selective basis. Gigante's grouo
thought it had a deal recently to buy land
for a parking lot by paying the owner’s back
taxes. But when the time came to purchase
the lot, another buyer had steoped in and
was asking a much higher price for the land.

“We have to stav here. We live and die
here,” says Marlo Tolsano, the group director.
“We expect to be around for a long time just
to make sure that the nelghborhood becomes
stable.”

Clearly, the process of bringing stabllity
to the South Bronx will be long and difi-
cult. The hardships some community groups
have endured are memorialized by such
names as the Last Hope Tenants Assn. and
the Mid-Bronx Desperadoes Community
Housing Corv. The Mld-Bronx Desperadoes
were formed by nine tenant and block asso-
clations who were desnerate becanse of the
arson and abandonment sweeping Charlotte
Street and the nearby neighborhood.

In seven years the Desperadoes have reha-
bilitated more than 300 units of housing. The
group runs senior citizen patrols, youth and
senior citizen committees. Tt prin*s a com-
munity newsletter and has undertaken beau-
tification projects that include bullding
picket fences and planting flowers around
trees that grow in the South Bronx. The
Desperadoes work closely with a day-care
center, sponsoring educational projects and
have contacted more than 200 merchants to
form an assoclation to stabilize shopping
streets.

“When we applled to the state with the
name Desperadoes because were were des-
perate, the state refused to incorporate us.
Officials thought we were a vigilante group,”
says Genevieve Brooks, the group’s president.
The problem was solved by incorporating
under the initials MBD—which satisfied the
lawyers.

“CLEANEST BLOCK IN CITY"

“We felt there were a lot of good people
here and thev shod have a chance,”
Brooks says. “We are the cleanest block In
the city. There are no graffitl on our block of
Vyse Avenue. Our floors are highly polished.
Curtains are on the windows. Our people are
very proud of where they live. The people
here are entering into a community. It's a
family.”

The Last Hope Tenants Assn. was formed
because all the other apartment houses in a
section of Charlotte Street were torn down.
The association has worked successfully to
stabllize the last remalning bullding.

While blocks of Charlotte Street typify
urban blight and are startling to tourists,
the contrasts now appearing In the South
Bronx can be eaqually startling. Near an ex-
pressway on Bathgate Avenue stands a truck
farm, complete with its own greenhouse. It
grows cucumbers, flowers, grasses, tomatoes
and herbs desligned to be sold to chic Man-
hattan restaurants. There are plans, with
logic based on locale, to plant mushrooms in
darkness of a nearby abandoned bullding.
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“Mushrooms grow in the dark, so aban-
doned buildings are ideal,"” says Connie Davis,
the farm'’s office manager, who previously was
a social worker. “The Bronx was originally
farmland, and we are going back to some
of its roots.”

In another aspect of soil management,
Bronx Frontier Development Corp. furnishes
compost material for street gardens. The
mulch is manufactured on what Bronx Fron-
tler calls its “ranch,” complete with a 64-
foot-tall windmill named Aeolus in honor
of the Greek wind god. The windmill not
only furnishes electricity but is also designed
to aerate the mulch pile. As an added bonus,
the windmill contains a synthesizer that
plays music as the blades spin.

Contrasts are equally vivid on one block
of Kelly Street. Boarded-up apartment build-
ings stand as reminders of the area's decline,
but across the street are rehabilitated red-
brick bulldings with solar collectors on the
roof. The apartments include duplexes as
chic as many found in Manhattan. Behind
the renovated structures stand a rose gar-
den, vegetable beds, a small park and a play-
ground complete with a “dragon’ made from
wood and abandoned tires.

Responsible for the renovation is the Ba-
nana Kelly Community Improvement Assn.,
so named because part of Kelly Street is
curved like a banana. In the four years since
its founding, the group has weatherized
and managed housing, sealed up abandoned
buildings, formed a food cooperative and
begun marketing a product one of its mem-
bers invented—a thermoshade that is placed
over windows preventing heat loss during the
winter.

Some urban planners belleve the trausi-
tlor from community groups to small busi-
nesses will be a benchmark in the future of
the South Bronx. Another benchmark could
be the expansion of single-family, owner-oc-
cupied housing. The technology exists for a
few family members to do most of the work
to erect a new house.

“If people see home ownership as a work-
able option in the South Bronx and if land
can be made avallable cheaply—which it
can—the Iimpact could be magic,” Logue
sald. “We might see a whole new wave of
urban homesteaders."@

OIL PIPELINE DECONTROL LEGIS-
LATION

® Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
have worked closely with Senator Nick-
1LES over the past few weeks in an effort
to design legislation to reform petroleum
p'peline regulations. I share Senator
NickLEs’' views with respect to the need
for regulatory reform of this industry.
This is a competitive industry, and Gov-
ernment regulation is not needed.

I believe, however, that unique cir-
cumstances exist with respect to the
transportation of oil through the Trans-
Alas¥a vniveline svstem authorized by
by the Trans-Alaska Pipeline Act to
trapsoort o'l from the North Slope of
Alaska to the Port of Valdez. Because
of the special s'tuation, maintaining
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
responsibility for determining the trans-
portation rate for this particular system
is essential. Senator NickiLes and I have
agreed on language which recognizes
this. Ar~cordinglv, rate regulat'on over
the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System will
be maintained under the proposed legls-
lation.®
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PHILIP SLOMOVITZ HONORED

® Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Poesident, on Septem-
ber 22, Bar-Ilan University, the third
larg.st university in Israel, will formally
confer the degree of Doctor of Humane
Letters on Philip Slomovitz and estab-
lish the “Philip Slomovitz Chair in Com-
munications” in his honor. I rise to call
this event to the attention of the Sen-
ate not just because Phil is a close friend
of mine, but also because I believe that
his accomplishments deserve to be recog-
nized at the national level just as they
have been in Michigan and in many
parts of the world,

Phil Slomovitz has, for the past 35
years, served as the editor of one of the
truly great weeklies to be published in
the United States, the Detroit Jewish
News. His work on the paper has allowed
Phil to combine the three moving forces
of his life: His love for America, his de-
votion to the Jewish people, and his re-
spect for the printed word.

As a journalist, Phil is a keen observ-
er of the world that surrounds him, re-
porting on events which affect his com-
munity and commenting on the forces
which shape it with an insight and in-
telligence and elegance that have mark-
ed his writing for years. As an individ-
ual, Phil has accepted his responsibility
to help make the world a better place
for all people. He does not just cover
events; he helps to shape them. He does
not attend just to report; he shares in
the decisionmaking process and his sug-
gestions and guidance are inevitably so-
licited and respected.

I suspect that of all the awards he
has received, and there have been many,
the establishment of a chair bearing his
name at Bar-Ilan University is the
honor that may mean the most to h'm.
When Phil accepts that award, and the
honorary degree being bestowed on him,
he will see tangible evidence of the re-
spect and admiration and love which his
work end his life hav» carned for him.@

TRIBUTE TO ROY WILKINS

® Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, behind
every successful movement there is al-
ways one person who steadfastly goes
about getting the job done. Roy Wilkins,
who led the National Association for the
Advancement of Colored People for 22
years, was such a man. If he were alive
today, he would insist—correctly so—
that the big job is still not done: never-
theless, it was he who laid the founda-
;;113;11 for those laborers who will follow
As editor, executive, and activist, Roy
Wilkins played a major role in winning
progress for American blacks and other
minorities in the last half century. He
organized the march on Washington in
1963 that mobilized public opinion be-
hind his people’s cause and made it a
national cause. We can be grateful to Roy
Wilkins in large measure for the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, the Voting Rights
Actaof 1965, and the Fair Housing Act of

Roy Wilkins' greatest quality was his
ability to convey his passion for justice
and his conviction that the underdog
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must be included in our society. He well
knew that it was in the interest of all
Americans to recognize the human dig-
nity and worth of their countrymen and
women. Besides his keen moral vision, he
succeeded through his intelligence, his
thoroughness, his quiet use of power, and
his mastery of the English language.
This Congress and this administration
have faced and will continue to face a
series of challenges that will affect future
generations. I hope that we will keep Roy
Wilkins' life and work as a guide, and
imitate a man who set his course on what
was ultimately right and who helped
move the country in that direction.
America has lost a good friend.®

THE SPRINGBOKS SHOULD GO
HOME

@ Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I wish
to express my deep opposition to the de-
cision to invite and to permit the Spring-
bok rugby team of South Africa to com-
pete in the United States. These de-
cisions run directly counter to our Na-
tion’s proud tradition of support for
civii and human rights. Here in the
United States, it is a basic right to
participate and compete in sports re-
gardless of race. But in South Africa, the
black majority is excluded from the
Springbok rugby team—as they are from
cpportunities in the most basic aspects of
human existence by the inhumane, racist
system of apartheid.

By allowing the Springboks into the
United States, the Reagan administra-
tion is telling the world of its indiffer-
ence to South Africa’s apartheid policies.
Only last month, the South African Gov-
ernment decided to eviet over 1,200
squatters from Nyanja township, out-
side Capetown, and to deport them to a
life of poverty and deprivation in the
Transkei. Instead of indirectly support-
ing South Africa’s racist policies, the
United States should do all it can to end
apartheid, which is an abhorrent viola-
tion of fundamental human rights.

The administration’s decision further
undermines U.S. policy in Africa. Na-
tions throughout Africa have been clear
in their opposition to this rugby tour.
Yet instead of taking African views into
consideration, the Reagan administra-
tion has shown once again great insensi-
tivity to the legitimate concerns raised
throughout Africa.

Moreover, this decision provides a
useful propaganda tool for the Soviet
Union. Bv opposing this rugby tour and
by threatening to boycott the 1984
Olympics, the Soviet Union—not the
United States—can claim to support
human rights and majority rule through-
out Africa. Instead of opening an avenue
for Soviet gains in Africa, the United
States must stand firm in its commit-
ment to democracy and fundamental
human rights.

Mr. President, in the wake of the ap-
palling United States veto of a U.N.
resolution condemning South Africa’s
recent invasion of Angola, it is time to
put America's Africa policy back on
track. We must never forget that our
basic interests are those which we share
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with the people of Africa: upholding
national sovereignty, promoting eco-
nomic development and attaining funda-
mental goals of political and racial
justice. I believe that by stating opposi-
tion to the Springbok tour, the American
people can show Africa and the world
that we both oppose the administration’s
decision and stand firm in our commit-
ment to civil and human rights.e

INTERNATIONAL LINER SHIPPING

® Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I
have requested that my name be added
as a cosponsor of S. 1593, a bill to revise
regulation of international liner ship-
ping. I am pleased that Merchant Marine
Subcommittee Chairman StapE GorToN
has moved forward with this needed leg-
islation. Before we address maritime pro-
motional policy, we must provide U.S.
maritime carriers and shippers with a
legal and regulatory environment con-
ducive to international competition.

Reinstating the immunities provided
by the 1916 Shipping Act, as S. 1593 seeks
to do, will go a long way toward this end.

I believe the concept of sh'ppers coun-
cils and the precise nature of regulatory
reforms affecting the Federal Maritime
Commission deserve further review.
Hearings on S. 1593, and S. 125, intro-
duced by Senator InouvEe, will focus on
these and related issues.

As chairman of the Commerce Com-
mittee I am committed to revitalization
of the U.S. merchant marine, and sup-
port this initiative to place the U.S. in-
dustry on an equal, competitive footing.®

OIL, OPEC, AND U.S. POLICY

@ Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, for the
past decade this Nation has been forced
to deal with the erratic behavior of
OPEC pricing policies. The 1973 oil em=-
bargo forced prices to skyrocket and
sent waves of fear reverberating through
the gas-buying public. In many circles
it was suggested that U.S. policy, par-
ticularly toward the Middle East, would
have to give greater consideration to
OPEC desires in the future. Oil produc-
ing nations fostered such a belief and
basked in the newly created perception
of power.

In the intervening years many oil
consuming nations have invested mas-
sive amounts in researching alternative
energy sources. These programs, coupled
with conservation campaigns, have re-
duced demand for oil. The net result has
been a glut of oil on the world market.
The recent meet'ng of OPEC nations
failed to establish a clear policy giving
supporting evidence to the economic
law of supply and demand. The member
nations of the cartel found it easy to
agree when demand was high, but na-
tional interests take over when competi-
tion for sales becomes more intense.

On August 1, 1981 a stimulating Op-
Ed piece appeared in the Chicago Trib-
une entitled *“0Oil, OPEC, and U.S. Pol-
icy.” The author, Jeffrey Bergner, puts
the arguments on this topic in a clear,
concise manner. He outlines the posi-
tions available to the United States and
our allies vis-a-vis the OPEC nations
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and suggests some options. Recent ac-
tions by the Reagan administration, par-
ticularly the Libyan plane incident,
demonstrate a resolve previously miss-
ing in U.S. policy. OPEC nations would
do well to take notice of these events.
The question is not: How much will
they charge us for o0il? Instead it should
be: Where else will they sell their oil?
It is my belief that at the present time
the Soviet Union is not interested in
purchasing oil on the world market at
inflated prices. In fact, they would
much rather seize the oilfields and the
OPEC nations know it.

Mr. President, I ask that the above-
mentioned article be reprinted in the
RECORD.

The article follows:

O, OPEC, aNp TU.S. PoLicY
(By Jeffrey Bergner)

Motorists may have had the unusual ex-
perience of paying less, not more, for gaso-
line in recent weeks. The arrest and reversal
of a seemingly inevitable upward spiral in
the price of oil {5 welcome in itself; but it
is also oceasion for reflection upon a few
simple truths about oil, the OPEC cartel,
and American foreign policy.

The first of these is that oll Is Indeed a
commodity, much like any other commodity
which is bought and sold. This would go
without saying, were 1t not for the fact that
OPEC oll ministers have spent several years
propounding with some success a quite dif-
ferent view.

OPEC oll ministers have fostered the myth
that oll is unique: Unlike the price of other
commodities, which is set by the market, the
price of oll is set by men whose goals include
an integrated world economy, Third World
economic development, and a more just sys-
tem of distribution, When production levels
g0 up, it is a favor to the world economy, and
especlally the West; when production levels
go down, 1t is to preserve oll supplies for the
good of all peoples. When prices rise, it is to
compensate producing nations for Western
inflation and to realize economic develop-
ment goals. So the myth runs.

But price and production levels are not set
by a willful cartel free of all restriction
upon its plans. The recent softening of de-
mand for world oll exports has made this
clear.

There may not be a perfectly free market
In oil; the fact that governments, rather than
profit-seeking corporations, control oll pro-
duction in many nations diminishes the free-
dom of the market. So, too, does the fact
that these governments attempt to collude
on prices. But it still remains: Because there
is not a perfectly free market in oil does not
mean that there is no market at all.

Supply and demand has not, nor will it
ever be, abolished by fiat. In the short run
there can indeed be manipulation of supply
and price within certaln limits. But these
limits are set by the facts that national
interests differ, even among the OPEC na-
tions; that decreases in production by some
nations result in revenue losses for those
nations; and that increases in price make
alternative energy sources more attractive.

U.S. imports are running at between 5 and
6 million barrels of oil per day, over 30 per
cent below 1977 levels, Domestic production,
conservation, and alternative fuels all ac-
count for this decline. Recent studies now
suggest far greater elasticitles of demand for
oil than were once assumed. And there is
room for far more Improvement In the
future.

All of this is not without meaning for
American forelgn policy. In recent vears it
has been argued that our policy optlons in
the Middle East have been closely con-
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strained by our reliance upon Persian Gulf
oll; similarly, our response to Libyan-sup-
ported terrorism by our rellance upon Libyan
oil; similarly, our initiatives in Nambla,
Angola, and South Africa by our rellance
upon Nigerian oil; and similarly, our policles
in the Western hemisphere by the Increasing
importance of Mexico as an oll-exporting
nation.

Ol1l is & highly tradeable commodity, as the
1974 embargo proved. It is difficult for any
one nation or group of nations to cut off oil
supplies to another natlon and to retain
business as usual with the rest of the world.
To think, however, that all of the exporting
nations can withhold oll from the indus-
trialized world at once is simply unrealistic.

This 1s not to suggest recklessness in Amer-
ican forelgn policy or to imply that tem-
porary adjustments in the world market may
not be inconvenient or painful to Americans.
But the current decline In world demand for
oll demonstrates the importance of market
forces upon the commodity of oll, It suggests,
too, that with some clarity of mind, consul-
tation with other oll-importing nations and
resoluteness of will that foreign policy can
be liberated from the threat of the so-called
oil weapon.g

————
ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. BAKER, Madam President, I have
a number of housekeeping details to at-
tend to and before I do proceed to their
consideration and inquire of the minor-
ity leader of his wishes in respect of cer-
tain matters I have a statement I wish
to make.

WILBUR WALKER'S 65TH
BIRTHDAY

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I shall
take only a moment today to depart from
budget considerations and the farm bill
to announce to the Senate a truly sig-
nificant occurrence: Today is the 65th
birthday anniversary of Wilbur Walker.

Some may say, “Who is Wilbur
Walker?”

I reply, Madam President, that Wilbur
Walker is one of the unsung heroes of the
Senate and he has been so for more than
30 years, for Wilbur Walker is the most
senior of all of the Senate drivers.

He happens to be the man who regu-
larly travels with me in the automobile
generously assigned by the Senate as I
go about my official duties.

Over the years I have come to know
Wilbur Walker well and to know him as
the A. J. Foyt of politics. He is a modern-
day pony express, and he is the one
member of my staff who does not ever
desert me or inquire into my position on
important and earth-shaking issues.

But, Madam President, he is more
than just a driver. He is my conjoint-
ment with the past, for indeed Wilbur
Walker began his career as an employee
of the Senate as the assigned driver for
then Senator Alben Barkley of Kentucky
in 1947. Since then he has been the
driver for the illustrious Senator from
Ohio, Senator Robert A. Taft, Sr.; for my
predecessor as Republican majority lead-
er, Senator William Knowland of Cali-
fornia; and for Senator Everett Dirk-
sen of Illinois, the minority leader, a
man for whom I have extraordinary re-
spect; and for Senator Griffin of Michi-
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gan when he was the assistant Republi-
can leader of the Senate.

He is truly a professional among driv-
ers and his professionalism was never
brought to a higher level of accomplish-
ment and never better stated than when
a representative of one of the commercial
television networks approached Mr.
Walker one day and said, “Mr. Walker, I
understand that vou began driving for
Alben Barkley in the 1940’s and that you
have driven for a series of maiority and
minority leaders since that time. You
must have heard a lot of top politics
talk in the back seat of your car,” to
which Wilbur Walker replied, “Indeed
I have.”

He said, “Mr. Walker, are you some-
day going to write a book?”

Wilbur Walker replied, “You may be
assured that I am not,” which I take to
be the mark of a true professional and
too infrequently noted in this world in
which we politicians thrive.

Madam President, Wilbur Walker has
always been proud to be part of the Sen-
ate, and I will take this opportunity to
tell him that we have been proud to
have him to be part of this family and
of this organization.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I am
prepared at this time to consider three
nominations on the Executive Calendar,
and I will ask the distinguished minority
leader if he might examine his calendar
to say whether or not we might consider
those nominations appearing under Na-
tional Labor Relations Board and, under
New Reports, Community Services Ad-
nmiinistration at this time?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD Madam Presi-
dent, the nominations referred to by the
distinguished majority leader have been
cleared on this side of the aisle.

Mr. BAKER. 1 thank the minority
leader.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that the Senate now go into
executive session to consider the three
nominations just identified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The assistant legislative clerk proceed-
ed to read various nominations under
the National Labor Relations Board and
the Community Services Administration.

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the three nomi-
Eations be considered and confirmed en

loc.

The nominations considered and con-
firmed en bloc are as follows:

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD

Robert P. Hunter, of Virginia, to be a mem-
her of the National Labor Relations Board
for the term of 5 years expiring August 27,
1985.

COMMUNITY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION

Clarence Euzene Hodges, of Indiana, to be
an Assistant Director of the Community
Services Administration.

Lawrence Y. Goldberg, of Rhode Island, to
be an Assistant Director of the Community
Services Administration.

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the nom-
inations were confirmed en bloc.
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Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the President be
immediately notified that the Senate has
given its consent to these nominations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I now
ask that the Senate return to legislative
session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY
ORDER FOR THE SENATE TO RECESS UNTIL 9 A.M.

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Senate
completes its business today it stand in
recess until the hour of 9 a.m, on tomor-
Trow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR THE RECOGNITIO'N OF SENATORS

RIEGLE AND COHEN

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that after the two
leaders are recognized under the stand-
ing order that the Senators from Mich-
igan (Mr. RIEGLE), and Maine (Mr. Co-
HEN) each be recognized in that order for
not to exceed 15 minutes on special
orders.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR PERIOD FOR THE TRANSACTION OF

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that after the recog-
nition of the two leaders under the
standing order and the two Senators just
granted special orders there be a brief
period for the transaction of routine
morning business to extend not past the
hour of 10 am. in which Senators may
speak for not more than 2 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR THE
NEXT SEVERAL DAYS

Mr. BAEER. As some point, Madam
President, T would expect this week, per-
haps tomorrow, to return to the con-
sideration of the farm hill,

After the farm bill is concluded, it is
the hope of the leadership that we may
proceed to the consideration of the De-
partment of Interior appropriation bill
this week.

Following on after that, Madam Pres-
ident, I would hope that the O’Connor
nomination to be an Associate Justice of
the Supreme Court of the United States
would be available so that we may pro-
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ceed to the consideration of that matter
in executive session on Monday next.

After the disposition of the O'Connor
nomination, it is the hope of the leader-
ship that we will be in position to proczed
to the consideration of the Foreign As-
sistance Act.

Madam President, that is a brief vi-
gnette of the legislative schedule as I see
it for the next few days.

Other matters may intervene of urgent
importance. Other matters, of course,
will be dealt with by unanimous consent
if they are available or on short-time
limitations if they are recuired for ofher
measures that are not very controversial.

INQUIRY REGARDING TIME-LIMITA-
TION AGREEMENT ON O'CONNOR
NOMINATION

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, might
I inquire of the distinguished minority
leader if he is in a position to agree to a
unanimous-consent request in respect to
a limitation of time for debate on the
nomination of Sandrg Day O'Connor on
Monday, September 21?9

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Madam Pres-
ident, the matter is being cleared on this
side of the aisle. I do not at the moment
anticipate any problem, but I am not in
a position at this moment to give to the
distinguished majority leader an answer
in the affirmative.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the minority
leader. I appreciate the response and I
will confer with the minority leader on
tomorrow.

I have no further matters to present
to the Senate, and I ask the minority
leader if there is any further business
he wishes to transact this evening.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Madam Presi-
dent, I thank the distinguished majority
leader. I have none.

PROGRAM

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, to-
morrow the Senate will convene at 9
o'clock. After the recogniiion of the two
leaders under the standing order, there
will be two special orders in favor of the
Senator from Michigan (Mr. RIEGLE)
and the Senator from Maine (Mr.
CoHEN). After the recognition of the
two Senators under special orders, there
will be a brief period for the transaction
of routine morning business not to ex-
tend beyond the hour of 10 a.m. during
which Senators may speak for not more
than 2 minutes each.

At 10 o’clock, after the orders previ-
ously entered, the Senate will resume
consideration of the farm bill, It is my
hope, Madam President, that we can
complete consideration of the farm bill
on tomorrow.

At the hour of 2 o’clock, under the or-
der previously entered, a vote will occur.
pursuant to the provisions of rule XXII,
on the cloture motion filed to end debate
on the Johnston amendment to the De-
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partment of Justice authorization bill.
An order has been entered heretofore
that if cloture is not invoked on tomor-
row the bill will be returned to the calen-
dar automatically.

Madam President, after the disposition
of the vote on the Johnston amendment,
the cloture motion vote, I hope to have
a further announcement in respect to a
mutually satisfactory arrangement in
dealing with further consideration of the
Department of Justice authorization bill.

RECESS UNTIL 9 A M. TOMORROW

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I now
move, in accordance with the order
previously entered, that the Senate stand
in recess until 9 a.m. tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to: and at 6:36
p.m. the Senate recessed until Wednes-
day, September 16, 1981, at 9 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate September 15, 1981:

INTERNATIONAL ATOoMIC ENERGY AGENCY

The following-named persons to be the
Representative and Alternate Representa-
tives of the United States of America to the
25th session of the General Conference of
the International Atomic Energy Agency:

Representative:

W. Kenneth Davis, of California,

Alternate Representatives:

Richard T. Kennedy, of the District of Col-
umbia,

Roger Kirk, of the District of Columbia.

Thomas M. Roberts, of Tennessee.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

John Augustus Bohn, Jr,, of California,
for the rank of Ambassador, while serving as
U.S. Director of the Asian Development
Bank.

CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING

Sonia Landau, of New York, to be a Menm-
ber of the Corporation for Public Broadcast -
ing for the remainder of the term expirine
March 26, 1086, vice Melba Patillo Beals,

R, Kenneth Towery, of Texas, to be «
Member of the Corporation for Public Broarl-
casting for the remainder of the term expir-
ing March 26, 1986, vice Reuben W, Askanase

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate September 15, 1981:

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD

Robert P. Hunter, of Virginia, to be a
Member of the National Labor Relations
Board for the term of 5 years expiring Au-
gust 27, 1985, vice John C. Truesdale.

COMMUNITY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION

Clarence Eugene Hodges, of Tndlana, to be
an Assistant Director of the Community
Services Administration, vice Michael T.
Blouin, resigned.

Lawrence Y. Goldberg, of Rhode Island,
to be an Assistant Director of the Commu-
nity Services Administration, vice Robert
Stern Landmann, resigned,

The above nominations were approved
sub‘ect to the nominees’ commitment to re-
svond to requests to anpear and testify be-
fore any duly constituted committee of the
Senate.
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